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ABSTRACT ' 

This paper discusses the three hypothetical .a^rket 
baskets of goods -and services for which the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics publishes annual cost estimates. - this prograa is'referred 

•to as the' standard budgets or family budget progr.aa. The family 
budget program ' provides: -1) estimates of budget levels originally^ 
constfucted to represent standards of living; 2) in'terarea indexes ot 
•^living costs" based upon these tjudcet astiTBates; and 3) adjustment 

"•f actors t6 convert the >badgets for ether, family siz^s and types. 
Attention is giv-en to*^e limitations :>f the family budgets as 
measures of incomfe adequacy alld to their use as^^indexes of -interarea 
c<DSt-of-living\dif f erences. Briefly, the general limitations of the 

. budgets progxram with reSpect to defining .poverty are: 1) as measui^es 

r of' income adequacy, 2) as measures, of inter area cost of living 
differences %nd 3) as ad;}ustment of factors for. various sises and 
types of families> .The^ paper also discusses the manner of living . 
represented by the market 'baskets program, price measurement 
problems, geographic cost of living comparisons, and equivalence ^ . 
scales. Id- addition., it includes a- short section which , discus sres 
areas for ^^uture research in thijs piqgram. (Author/AH) » 
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PREFACE . . , 

Section 823 of the Education Amendntents of 1974 (PL 93-380) 
requires* a thorough study of the manner in v^ich the 
^ relative measure of poverty for use irit the financial 
assistance pllrograinr authorized by Title I of the Elementary 
and* Secondary Education' Act of 1965/ rnay be more accurately 
and currently developed. • . * . 

' That financial assistance program is administered by the Commissioner 
0f Edijcation, tjbrooigh th^ Office ot Education^ Department of Health, 
Education r and Welfare. An inpor tant feature is the use of a formula 
•prescribed by Section 103 of. the Elementary and Secondary Education Act 
for ,the annual distribution ofj^^pdecal tunds to school districts. A 
significant factor in the^rormula is the numlDer of school -ifged children 
5 to 17 In poor families within each school district. The measyre of 
jx)verty v^ich is used, and v^iich is the^subject of the study mandated 
by Section 823^ is the Federal governmei*it's official statistical definition 
.of poverty (also known as the-Orshansky, OMB, Census Bureau, or Social 
Security pover ty 1 ines ) ; * 

Other w6rk related to poverty ^measurement has been* called for in 
reqent legislative acts. . :Jn the COTprehensive Employment and Training 
Actr the Secr^tary of Labor is direfcted to develop and maintain compre-, 
hensiye hous^Jiold budget data $t different levels of living, including 
"^level of adequacy/" .-.Aiy sudi review of the level of adequacy must 
necessarily b^ closeTi^i:elated 'to measures^ of poverty. Ihe Hotjsing and 
Ccitinunity Dev^ppment A^t of 1974 gives .the Secretary of HUD authority 
to adjust the poverty nfeasurq to reflect local variations in the -cost 
of living. The Coriferehce Report accOTpviying it directs the Secretary " 
to develpp or^ obtain da£a with respect to tfie "extept of poverty" by 
metropolitan areas and to subnit sudi data, to the Ccxigress as part of 
a March 31 ^ 19.77, report'. * - * < 

Because of the bfosad scope of the subject matter, coverage of the 
study of the measure ofi. poverty ^mandated by Section 823 of the Education 
Amendments of -1974 was extended to include implications of the study ^ 
findings for thie .poverty-relate programs of all affected Federal 
departments and agencies. The Title I progranrof the Elementary and * 
Secondary Education Act was given the most detailed treatment, to meet 
the legislatively-mandated Specif ications for the study as well as to 
serve as 'a pfimairy exanple of application of the concepts of poverty 
measurement to Feder'iil' programs. The findings of the study are published 
ia a reppr-t entitled, "TJie Measure of Poverty." An in^rtant objective 
jof the study was fiill discussion aftd documentation of the major elements 
^of currently applied and potentially usable poverty measures. Material* 
containing essential supporting documentation for the study was assembled 
as technical papers. Hiese have been written to stand alonp^ as complete * ' 
technicc^jl* treatments of specific subjects. * 
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•Hie study was performed urider the direct guidance of a Poverty 
Studies Task Force of the Subcotnnittee on the Education of the'Dis-' 
advantaged and Minorities, Federal Inter-Agency Committee on Education, 
Technical papers were prepared at the request of, under 'the direction 
"of,, and subject to' review by the Task Force members. Some papera 
are primarily thjb work of one or two persons; these ar^ attributed to 
their authors. Others result frcJn the collective input of Task Forte * 
member^ or. advisors and no specific attribution is* given except to 
the Task Fierce, as a whole. ' . 

"The following listings show members o^f the Poverty Studies Task 
' Force' by apprOpr^rate Federal departments and agencies, and the titles T 
and authors of the techrtical papery. . ' \ - ' ' 

' This report contains Technical Paper IV, ^ Bureau of Labcar Statistics 
(BLS) Family Budgets Program;* - Ci , 

To obtain copies of the^ report, "The ^4asure of Poverty," or any q£ 
the technical papers, please write to: ' 

r Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation 

Department oT Health, ^kJucation, and Welfare 
200 Independence Avenue, S.W. . 
Room 443D - South Port^l Building 
Washington, D. C. .20201 ' ^ 
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INTRdbUCTION 

, The BLS publishes estimates of the annual costs of picchasing three hypo- 
thetical market baskets of goods and services for each of 'two urban family 
tinpes. y These estimates are "ref eri:fiij to^^s st;andard twdgefes or as 'family 
budgets. The budg.ets include allowances foj .food, housing, transportation, ' * 
clothing, personal care, medical care,. and certain'other consultation itans. 
Other allowances consist of gifts and contributions, and for one family type 
allowances arl also made fior occupational expenses. Social SecurifV, and 
personal income taxes, itie three hypothetical market baskets, which will ' 
be described in more detail later in this paper,- wgre originally instructed 
, in an attempt to represent different standards of l^^ing. 2/ Ttie standards 
are now referred to as lower, intermediate, and higher to reflect the^ir 
relative as opposed to absolute nature. • - \, 

One family type is a four person family comprised of a husband, age 38,' 
erapl^oyed full time; a wife who does not wgrij outside the home; and two 

^diildren, a' girl of 8 and a. boy of .13 yearrs. The other family type is a N 
retired couple consisting of a husbanc^ and wife, age .65 or over, who are 

.assumed tabe self-supporting, in reasonably good health, and able to take ^ 
care of themselves. Ttie' remaiming discussion.will be addressed to the f oiii ' 
person family budgets although a great deal of .the information alsb'applies 
to the retired couple's budgets. / - ^* " 

^ estimates of the budgets are published for th^ urban United States and' 
44^ selected urban areas\ 3/ By calculatiTig ratios" of the cost of "the bWgets 
in particular areas to the O.S. urban average cost of the budgets, it is pos- 
• sible ^ make conparisons of the costs among tne 44 different areas. Such ' 
comparisons are sometimes referred to as interarea "living co^ts" compari- ^ •' 
sons. 4/ Indexes of ccwparative costs, based on the lower, intermediate,- and 
higher budgets are presented in Appendilk 2. . ' , . ' ' 

• . , ' ■ * ■. ♦ ' ' 

Also, withih the scope of the family budgets program the BLS pubjishes ^ ' 
equivalence scale% which allow for the ad jjustmoit . of the total consunption 
cost in tWe four person family budgets^or various other family sizes and- 
ti?pes. Ttie BIS equivalence scales are presented in Table 4 (see Appendix 2). - 

To suntnarize, the family budgets program provides: 1) estimates pf 
budget levels originally constructed to represent standards of livi'r^;" 

2) interarea indexes of "living costs" basfed upon these budget estimates; and " ' 

3) adjustment -factors to convert the budgets for oth6r family sizes and types. , 

Because a definition of poverty is freqv^ently desired which determines 
some ffiinimtm standard of income adequbcy and'also takes account of -the varying 
needs of families of dif fereht si^es And types plus differences in the- cost of 
living among different geographic areds, it has been suggested that parts or 
all of the family budgets program be Used in- defining poverty. However, because 
of limitations in the program, use of the estimates in this manner vouli consti- 
tute a raisoose of the data. Because of flbe possibility that; the def initloNof 
poverty would b6 used legislatively anS>^inistratively in the aHocation^i>r 
of funds, such -misuse" could .result in misal locations of monies; and because 

ERIC * ^ /. 



of-,the possibilj^ty that the definition would'Be used as eligibility 

, :criteria for welfare and social programs, kucb use could unduly reward or * 

^' penalize certain personsw, A general misunderstanding on the part t)f the 

* general public .regarding the "precision" of such a definition would also 

qifite likely octur/* . " , * 

* 

This paps^t will discuss the limitations of the budgets pr^ram^ particu- 
larly as they^ apply to defining poverty. 
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/ \ ., GENERAL LIGATIONS ' , . 

Briefly,! the general limitations of the bucJ^ets program wiffi respect to 
4efining^ poverty are: 

_ ^l) fts measures of incx^e adequacy The costs pf purcjiasing the market 
baskets are often misint.^rpVeted as Objectively and rigqrously determined . 

' dividing lines between "adequate" a^ "inadequate" levels of ^income. 5/, 6/ 
However, pr^sinnably qbjectiVe criterlii,, develc^jed by scientista and technicians 

I for use In developing measures of adequacy are only avaj-lble for food aAd 

''shelter. The ranaining components of the ^budgets are baced' upon techniques 
v*iich appear to be objective, but in f^ct are very 'depenafent uBor/* the subjec- 
tive judgment of the budget makers. 7/^ , ^ , 

w Asjneasures of' interafea. cost .of living differences - First, the 
content of the hypothetical market baskets of goods and services has been , : 
varied anong the budget area?, at the discretion of the budget makers to 
represent a constant level of satisfaction among the areas. In order to 
^ use the indexes based on the area costs of tfi^ budgets as geographic living 
cost indexes, users must make the strong assunption regarding caisAer 
satisfaction or -References that an individual would be ^equally Satisfied • 
wi^ all of the iM^ket baskets in the different areas. The strength of -i 
thft .assumption will be discussed later in this* paper. 

Second/ limited resources constrained the price data ba^ for the*^ 
family budgets program to being a mode^ ali^ntation of 'the price data 
collected for another BLS program. 'Because of conceptual and' statist idal 
problems that were ^cofeitfered, the price data for 'the items in the family 
budget market baskets do not permit^ assessment of the statistical .reli- 
..alpility of the budget cost' estimates in the different ar^s; consequently, 
no estim|^es Of-reliabilify can be assigned to the intferarea indexes. 

Finally, the budget cost6 are estimated for only 44 urban areas. No 
^estimates are available for rural* areas,' state$, regions, or other such* 
geograf*iic areaSSr. * ' • 

4 3) ' As adjustment factors for various siz^s and typeg of families - 
Itie BLS equiyalence scales are based upon ^n admittedly arbitrary assump- 
t'ion with respect to levels of bivalent consumption for* families of 
different sizes and types. In addition, -a technique called "smoothing -by 
inspection,"^ which implicitly relied lipcxi the intuitive ex^tations of 
the btft3get makers, was ^lied .to actual' ejcoenditure data to derive the ' 
^ published scales. %0 ^ ... * 

The remainder of this Npa^ifer , will be divide<3 into a brief description 
of the imanner df living represented by the market, baskets in the family * 
budgets,. a discission of the methodology used to establish the standards 
in the budgets program, -a discussion of the price measurement problems, a 
discussion of geog^raph^ cost: of living comparisons, and a discussion .of 
the equivalence scale^. A short section will be included ^t the end which 



^iscussps ^reas for future^ •research in \his pr^ram \rfiich may be of value *\ 
in "future work related to defining poverty. ; 

DescripticMi of the Manners of Livftig Represent ^ . ' 
by the Family Budget Market Baskets/* / 

The market baskets for the Jthree budgets are preci'sely -specif ied as ^ 
to the (iian^itites^and types .of items included. ^8/ .Together with the 
assumptions regarding the reference family, thesje jjiarl^et baskets describe 
a certain manner of living. ITie following brief .description of the manner 
of li^4ing• may 'lielp to set the family t^udgets in perspepective for persdns ^ 
unfamiliar ;with the program.^ . . x^^, > ' ' 

Ttie ^our person family is well established, living in an urban area, 
and he^ed \!>y a 38 yeat old man who^ a' fully emplpyed worker^. Hie. ' 
family possesses average inventories of items su(i\ as clothing and house- 
furnishings, and' the market basj<ets reflect annual replacement rates foir, 
these items.' " ' . , " 

• * » * " * "* 

For the intermediate level budget, the famijy lives* in ^either a five - 
troom, one bath rental unit oT*% five-six^ rocan, one or one. and a halt bath 
.home which was purchased seven years ago.- 9/ For the renter 'family, the 

narket ^sket contains contract rent, fuel and utilities, vAien not ini 
''(Uuded m the rent, replacement rates for a refrigerator and ranc(e, and 

an insurance policy "for household contents; 10/ For the homeowner famiJLy, 
. the m^ket b^ket contains principal ^nd interest payments,* property taxea^ 

^d hogeowner insurance, fuel and utilities, Repairs and maintenance, and 

refjl4<5ement r^es for a refrigerator arvd rangev ^ ^ 

If tjjre family owns a c^r, it would have kjeen two years bid when the 
family bought it used. ThiS^ar will be kept for 'four years before being ' 
sold an^replaced by another two year old car. Itie market basket 'contaihs 
goods and "services associated with maintaining and operating' this car for 
a'year'plus an allowange lor its eventual replacement. ^ ' ' * 

In some of the larger urban areas, a certiain percentage of these* fam- 
ilies do not own a car but rather use public transportation. Hie. market 
basket contains an allowance for a certain number of rides on public 
transportation. Ihere is an allowance for' families vA\o own car^, but . 
also take some rides on public transportation. ^ ' ' * . . 

Hie family is covered by a basic hospital and surgical insurance policy 
.obtained by the husband at his plac(? of employment, and the family makes a ^ 
certain number of visits to the doctor and dentist each year.- * ( 

The manner of living described for .the, lower budget differs from the 
manner described for- the intermediate budget. Itie. family does not own' 
hcxne; but rather live^ in a rental unit without air ccwiditioning.. 
transmutation is*used npre; and if a car is owned, it is'older, 
family performs more services for itself and takes advantage 
recreational facilities. . y # • 
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♦Tile manner of living described by the market basket .in the higher budget 
(l;x?mpa^* to the^manriec described for the interme41ate budget allo^ more 
families to'^own their hcffnes.and some famili^ to own n.ew oars. Also, mote 
^ervice? 4nd household appliances 'and equipment are bouc^ht, ^ 

In general, the differences, in^ the m^:mers of living^ described b^^e - 
three budgets are' varied according 'to assumptions Such as those cJiecussed 
9bove pluS the inclusion i/r\ the market baskets qtf idifferent»quantities and 
"qualifies (©^*goods and services , ' \ „ * 

Methodology Used to Deteirnine Standards of Livins / ^ • ^ 

In the .,1940 's the BLS wag directed i)y a congressional sutxxDroittee to 
^ determiner "What it co$ts a worker's family to live iH the. large cities^f 
" the United States," 11/ ^To carry gut this mandate the BLS, with the assis-- 

tance of a Technical Advisory. Committee," undertook the develc^xnenfc of a list 
■ of goods -anci/services which could' Be used to determine the dollar level 

required for the main^nance of health and social well-being r the nurture . 

of children, and participation in community' activities • "^A-budget was 

deriv^' in an attenpt to describe a "modest but adequate'' standard of / 

* living for ^ city worker's family.. * / * / 

Th^xosfc of this 'budget wa§>^stimated for spring 1946, sdriner "1947, 
^tumn 1949; 1950,. >and 1951. 'Eirploying the same methodology as in the mid • 
1^40 VSr/a^j^w^ list of g9ods and services was derived for an autumn 1959^ 
inter im' r^isxon of. t^p budget.* ' • . . 

• ^ With few^ «xeeptiorte, *thej market basket construction methodology employed * 
in the mid 1940 's. and in 1959 to establi^sb the budget level intended to , ^ 
represent a "modest bub adequate" standard of livifl^ waV again used in 1966 
to^^rive a^budget level for a "moderate standard of living. In 1967 the 

BLS developed for ^ie first tiiije lower and higher budgets in* response to 
user needs . ^ Ttie "moderate" level' budget was then renajDed the intermediate 
budgets' Because the Jower and higher budgets singly represent a scaling down 
and a.$caling up of the intermediate budget/, it is pf interest here to , ' 
discus^ first -the methodology enployed to d^ive the Intermediate budget/ 
A discussion of the methodology used <tenderive the lower, and higher budgets 
will follow. ^. ; . ' ^ * 

'' 

The- items and quantities v^ich make .up the intermediate budget basket 
were: derived from two sources: 1) scientific ^judgments concerning the re^ ^ 
quirements for physical, health and social well-being; and 2) analytical studies 
of *the choices pf ^oods and s^vices'ni^* by consumers in successive income 
interyals, " • ' „ ^ . • * . , r ^ 

Scientifically determined standards 'of adequacy were available for the ^• 
fopd-at-hOTie an^ the shelter cgmporents of the budget. Nutritionally adequate- 
diets for individual!^ in different se)?-age groups ftavg been developed by the 
Pood,^ Nutrition Board pf the National Research Council,- aod translated into 
food plar>s at .various cost levels by the U.S. Department df Agriculture. The 



moderate cost fcxxJ plan developed* in -1964 is used for. the food-at-hpme ccwpo- 
nent'df thfe ^termed iate 4)udget. \ % . 

T^^elter comffonent qf the budgets is based upon recOTinendat ions 
origir^R^ made by the American Public Health Association and the .U.S. Public 
Housing Administration which describe sleepAig space requirements^ ^sentipil 
household equipment (including plumbing), adequate utilities, ^np heat, 
structural condition, and neighborhood location^ For the i^0^ unit, ap 
unfurnished fiverroom unit, a complete private %ath^ and H^the hqrrteowr^r 
;inj.t a fivf-, or ^ix-room house with orve- or one and a lialf baths was ,speci- 
f ied'. Both thg rental unit arid the owned hcxne had to be in sound structural 
condition, had to have a fuAly equipped kitchen, hot and cold running water, - 
electricity, central or othe^ installed heatf be located in neighborhoods., 
free fron hazards or nuisances, and have access to public transportation, • 
schools, grocery stores, and play space for children. 

It is important to note that although ^ese specifications were estab-^ 
lished^ by experts, they do not determine the. cost, of maintaining a nutri- 
tionally adequate diet or an adequate standard of shel-ter. Rather ^ the 

•level of cost at. which these* standards are to be maintained is determined 
B^the budget makers. As an-exanple, in the modest but adequate family 
tlHlbt of 195?, food-at-home cpsts were based on the average of the costs a 

♦olxhe USDA'low- and ,moderate^-66st food plans. In the 1966 mcx3erate budget, ^ 
th^ *moderate-cost food plan was Ichos^.^ 

F^r fehe other cOTiponents of^consuirption — food a>^y frcxn home, house- 
hold furnishings and operations, transportation, clothing, personal care, 
medical care,; reading, recreation, educational expenses, tobacco, alcohol, 
miscellaneous consunption expenses, gifts and contributions, and life-in- 
surance — ^ ho standards 'have been, formulated by experts. For this reason, 
the budge^t maker's attenpted to use data on'thl actual spending patterns of 
.families as collected in the BLS 1960-61' Survey cf Consuiper Expenditures* 
6nd a statistical procedure known as the quant ity-incpme'Telasticity (q-l-e) 
technique t:o derive quantities of goods and services to represent a st;andard 
based on* expressed social goals. 

iVwas anticipated {hat expenditure data would show that as income 
increases, farai^lies would increase spending on a group of r-elated items at 
an increasing rate; theft expenditures would increase at a decreasing rate. 
It was expected that if expenditures in relation to income followed such a 
trend and if initially quantity not quality increased, then a quantity- income 
curve would take the same form, that is, an "S" shape. See Figure 1. 

Ihe inflection point of an "S" shape curve was interpreted as the point 
on the income scale where families stop buying "more an(^ more" arid start 
buying either "better .and better" or scxnething else less^ejBseritial to ttjem. 
Locating this income level wpuld allbw the budget makers to select the 
quantities of the particular groip of items' purchased at thia l^el and use 
these quantities in the market baskets that describe a standard of living. 12/ 
•The purpose of using the'q-i-e technique was to'locate the, inflection point 
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by determining the iricoine level at which elasticity, defined a^ the per- 
centage change in the quantity purchased divided by the percentage change in 
' income, reached a maximum. 13/ * ' , r. ' ' 
• . ' • ' • ~ i . ' ^ , 
t Jn operational terms the budget makers calculated elasticity for a group 
of items according to the following formula: 


E 


_■ logo -logQ._^ • ' ^ - 


where i income interv^ i ^ 
- , = me^ income for income interval i 

Pi " the number, of, items (or services) in a particular 

consumption group purchased on the average by. income 
SirOup i weighted by a fixed set of prices. 


Ihe income intervals us^d were. $3,000-$3,999? $4,0b0-$4,999? ?6^000-?5,999? 
$6,000-$7,499; $7,500-$9,999; $10,000-$14,999? $15,000 and above. 'An example 
of a consunption qroup would' be personal care services which includes men's 
and tpy's haircut*, women's -and girl's haircuts, shaffnpoos, etc. The following 
Summary from an^ unpublished BLS working paper- discusses t)ie results. 14/ 
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/..numerous prdDlems were encountered in analyzing the .1960^1 
expenditure data to derive ^tfie 1966 budgets. (Problems also 
were encountered in the two earlier periods; but since these 
are primarily of historical inftrjest, they are not dealt with 
here.) No S-shaped cuYve was apparent in 'expenditures (or 
quantities)^or the transportation or medical care cOTtponents; 
and these quantitites for the internnediate budgets adtUally 
* represented average consumption for this t^ily type. 
' Elasticities for food away from'hanfe and alcohoJ.ic beverages 
were ever-increasing, and quantities were. derived from the 
income clasq corresponding to the ariticipated level of the 
'budget. For a majority of sub-group^ and the clotiiing com- 
ponents/ the point of'maximum elasticity was at the initial 
income class: There^was ho observable pattern of first 
rising 'and then falling elasticiti'e^ as incomes increased, 
although in this ccxnponent the analysis for the' most part 
wa^ based on reported quantities whereas fqc most of the other 
components quantities were derived from expepditures by use 
of an^estimated average price. In hqpsefurnishings , the 
• method could not be used to derive raaj[Oi; appliance quantities. 
In the rqiaining components — household operations, personal 
care, reaairtg, recreation, and tobaccto — the shape of the 
curve v)aa difficult to perceive obj^tively except for 
tc4>acco. " Quantities for the fpur-per^o;i budget were derived 
for all five of the^e components' from the $6,0d0-$7,500 dass,, 
but for several of these groups a case could readily ha\^e been 
made for a higher inflection ppint. - ^ 

Abstracting frbm^e operational problems, indicated by the above quo- 
tation, the interpretation that the guanti^ie^ of items purchased at the 
inflection poifit represent adequate amounts. of the iteips is inconsistent 
with the implicitly assumed notion of adequacy. associated with the point of 
maximum elasticity. Referring back to* footnote 13 and.gigure 1 on page 6, it 
is the case that if ei^penditures (of qtSntities)^ do assume an "S" shape in 
relation to income and' if a point of paacimQ^n elasticity does exist for the 

function, such a point is not located at Y*. ' ' i 

* * 

Once the intermediate level budget market basket was derived, the con- 
struction of 'the lower and higher level budgets consisted of an arbitrary* 
s(pling down and a scaling up of this 'intermediate standard. The lower and ; 
'higher budgets were developed in response to^ user needs for dollar levels 
of costs which were either highef or lower than the former moderate budget 
and not as absolute levels of incottie adequacy. ' . 

For the components donstrutted with the q-i-e approach, quantities" 
in the lower (-higher) level budget were generally d^riyed from the 
income interval below (dbove) tfie income interval in v^ich maximum 
elasticity was estimated to Jiave occurred. * For food-at-home/ USDA's 
low (ll^ral) cost food plan wa3 incorporated for the lower (higher) 
budget. > Shelter costs were primarily based pn the mean contract 
rent for the lower (upper) third of the distribution of tinits 



meetang the budget specifications, and hbuse market values for, the upper 
third of the ^distribution of units meeting the specification, ^ . 

. To -conclude this section, the lower budget, is not an objectively ^ and 
rigorously determined dividing line between adequate and inadequate oi. sub^ 
slstence and -nonsubsistence levels of income. It. is defin^le only as "lower 
than the intermediate* level budget," vAiich was shown to have neither rigorously 
nor objectively defined ^adequacy. Any attempt to adjust the lower budget # 
l$vel downward (or upward) to define poverty will end up layering another set 
of subjective decisions on'tc^ of. those that were used to derive first! the 
intermediate budget and then the lower budget. • ^ * 

Pricing Procedures 



Once the market baskets of goods and services for the ttiree budgets were 
constructed, ^it was necessary to cdtlect and cpmpilfe price data in the budget 
areas for the items in the market ^baskets in order to estimate the costsQ^f 
the budgets In tine areas and for the urban U.S. This section will briefly 
discuss the pricing procedures used in the family budgets program fran 1966 on. 

Due to resource- constraints^ pricing for the famij^y budgets program 
*iAvDlved an augnnentatipn of the^^rice data collected for the BLS Consumer ^ 
Pr^iCe.Irriex.^Qlf ) program, which measures the change in price levels over ^ 
time for a market basket of goods and services purchased by urban wage 
earners and clerical workers. 15/ Ihis presented a problem because 'the ^ 
coQceptual and statistical requirements for price data which are to be used 
in measuring the change in prices over time are not necessarily the same as the 
requirements for measuring the average coat of a market basket in a given area - 
and for measuring the differences in prices among geographic areas at a point 
in time. For exanplS, to^ make meaningful cOTipSr isofts furong g^ograjiiic areas 
of the prices of items, it is necessary to collect prices for comparable items 
in all the selected outlets^ in all the areas; otherwise « a comparison of the 
costs will reflect not only t>rice di^erences, but also possible quality " 
differences in the items being compared., A lack of strict conparability 
among outlets and areas Is acceptable for the CPI as long as the same item 
which was originally chosen to be'* pr ice^jgin an outlet is priced ih subsequent 
time perio<fl»r fein adjustment is' made ifWhe item can no longer be found/ 

^•^ Further confounding the pricing problem for the budgets program was 
the need to collect prices for the tJiree market baskets representing the 
three budget levels; th^s invo3.ved pricing different quality levels of |tems 
which were coninon to the market baskets • - , • ^ . ^ 

Because of the limited amount of price data suitable for the famlly^,-^ 
budgets program, several assunptions^^nd. techniques w^re used to "estimate" 
prices for the different budget areas^. One consequence of. using the price 
"estimation" procedures is that is is nqj: possible to assign estimates of 
reliability to* the individual aj-ea budget cost estimates and to ^e difference 
in posts among areas • ' ' ' . ^ . 
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' ^ ThuSr using the interarea cost differentials calculated for the family 
budgets to adjust a definition of poverty » account for geograj*iic cost of 
living differences would not allow for the determination of vdiether -the ^ 
definition effectively accounted for differei^ces in the cost of living among 
areas. ^ 4 ^ ' , 

Geographic Coinpa^;jsons of Costs of Living 



A definition of poverty which takes account of differences' in living 
cos^s among ^eograt>hic areas is frequently desired ardr in fact^ Section 
823. of the Education Amendments of 1974 (July 22. 1974) requires that this 
issue be examined .within the context of an overall study of measures of 

"poverty. 'Rie last section discussed the limitations of the interarea 
inde;;ce6 of the faTniity budgets program due to price data deficiencies. The 
aotion tftat the content of the market baskets has been adjusted arong the' 
areas to jepresent a constant level of satisfaction will be d^^cussed in 

• this section. ' , • ^ ' . 

In the economic literature a cost of living index is defined as the 
ratio of the c6sts af attaining a particiJlar level of satisfaction in 
two price situations. 16/ To state this definition less^ succinctly, 
assume that an individual purchases a given market basket of goods and 
services in city A and that the market 'basket costs a certain ajrouiit. l2/rli/ 
J^ow place the individual city B and find the minimum cost for the indi- 
vidual to purdhase a market basket in city B; where prices may be the same 
or different than those in city A, that satisfies him just as much as the 
market basket which he^had purchased .in city A. A cost of livin^.index 
would compare this cost with the cost of the market basket purchased in 
city A. In other words^ this fJefinition allows for the conf>arison; of the- 
costs ot different market baskets of goods and services in differen^t geo- 
grapiiic areas^ if it can be demonstrated that a representative' individual is 
indifferent between the two different market baskets. - 

In'^LS technical bulletin it is stated that "...indexes based on a stan- 
dard (family) biidget measure differences in l#tving costs an^ not differences 
in prices only." 19/ In the absence of any eirpiridal support, this statement 
is true only if the strong assumption is made .that an individual would derive 
equal satisfaction frc«n the various market baskets priced in the different 
budget areas. ... 

Interarea weight variations are incorporated Into several major 
components of the area market. baskets for the intermediate standard bud- 
gets. 20A21/ The food-at-home cOTipOTent ir^corporates regional differences , 
in foo3"consumption patterns;^the transportation component incorporates 
d if feren ^weights. assigned to the e^nership and usage of automobiles,, with 
lower proportions in large than in' small cities; the shelter conponent 
incorporates varying quantities and types' of fuel associated with climatic 
differences from place to place;* the clothing conponent also incorporates 
different crlimatic requirements resulting in different quantities of 
selected items in different ^localities. Furthermore, in jion^metropolitan 
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areag (places with population^ of 2^50(J ta 50,000) sane canponents incorpo- 
rate differences in life style in cfxnparison with '^^tcooolifcan areas. 

An impj-ication of these. weight variations, excluding the^ adjustments 

^ for climate, can be seen by examining the* food component of the budgets.' 
Reg ic»i^l- variations are incorporated into the Cood-at-home domponent 
based upon regional consimtption paltterns as reflected in the U.S. Depart- ' 

' ^ ment/ of ■'^griqulture's 1965 Household Food Consumption Survey.* Larger * 
weights are given to po^-k and lard in the south than in the northeast com- 
' pared to larger weights !for beef /aod butter in the northeast versus the 
south. In order to argue that tmese weight variations based upon regional 
consumption patterns are ^^alid' fbr us^ in a geographic cost of living 

. index, the following questions wbuld need to be answered. Would a repre^ ^ 
sentative individual be equally /satis£ied with either the, southern or the 
northeastern market baskets of food when the southern basket contains ' 

' more pork and lard and less bee(t and butter than the ;northeastern basket? 
Or is ijb^the case that the diffferent 'donsumptioh .patterns in the north- 
east and south Aight* reflect djlfferendes in real inG;6raes? ' ' 

One^more exanple of the' Variation in the 'market*baskets will be dis- 
cussed'here. The weight Variations between the metropolitan and nonigetro- 
poli tart areas' market baskets/ in the intermediate budget are based to a 
large extent on data f roiv the| BLS 1960^61 Survey of Consumer E5;penditures 
concerninq differences in expenditures for families living in these two 
^types of areas. An examination of the quantities for housefurnil|a^s shows 
' "^that the. market basket for persons living in metropolitati areas fcontains 
1.44 sheets (i.e., the family purchases on the average 1.44 sheets/year) 
and the. market basket for nersbns living in ^jonmetropolitan areas contains 
1.30 sheets. There are probably many factors explaining why the data show 
such a difference ^n s^ndinb patterns. For whatever reason^ in order to 
use the family budget indexes to make cost of living comparisohs, it is 
necessary to assume that an individual living in g nbnmetropolitan'"area;s^ 
would be just as^tisfied rf^eplacing his sheets less.fr€??uently t^aa if' 
lie lived in a larger area aira replaced bis sheets mor^ frequently. 

What implications can >e drawn from this discussion regarding the use J 
of the intferarea indexes conputed in the family budgets pFogram to adjust 
a ^verty threshold for gecjgraE*fic differences in cost bf living? If the 
vairious market baskets' in tjhe budget areas do not represent an equal amount* ^ 
of satisfaction for an individual (and without empirical evidence tjriere is 
no way to determine whether they do or not) then possible differential 
allocations of «Cunds ajDong areas based on th^s afd justed thr^hold may not 
. reall^jDe accounting for cost of living differences."^ As a^ssible conse- 
\ -quence, r^turnir^ to the food example "and ignoring the oUief components, 
'^poor people in the south mciy receive less money than someone in the 
I^rtheast not:because it qpsts an individual les^ to live in the south, put 
rather -because people in the south can not afford to buy the same products v 
as were bought iji the northeast. . ^ ^ 
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BLS Eqiiivilence Scales 

Because of reS'ource 'an* tinte constraints, the BLS was able to derive' 
family budgets for only two family types, the four person family "and the 
retired couple. Because users needed estimate? of budget costs for other 
sizes and types of families, the BLS developed .the equivalence scales. 22/ 
The revised scale published in BLS Bulletin 1570-2 [8] ife of interest here. 

^ The basic problem confronting the budget; ni^l^rs involved estabj^ishing 
an obiective meahs for idenftfying equivalent l^els of consumption or 
incGii4 for families of varying composition vi^ere the notion of eguivalent 
income (or consumption) was not defined. Withoirt: defining equivalence, 
the following assumption wift accepted in order to construct the scales. 
Assumption: Families spending an equal proportionr of irtcome on food have 
attained an equivalent level of total consimrption. 

This under lyi-ng assumption allow? us to make a statement' like: - familj^' , 
A with an annual ' income of $10&,obo, comprised of four m«njDer;s, and spendihq 
10 percent of its income pr $lt3,000 on food c6nprised heavily of steaks and « 
caviar is at an ecpmV^lent level of consumption (or income) as'family B with" 
an irKzome of $5,000, comp^i^ed of two menbers, and spending 10 percent or 
§500 on food comprised heavily- of rice and beans.; E^feri it such a situation 
could not be founS anpiricaily, it illustrates the nature of the equivalence 
Scales' foundation. ' ' ^ 

^ The scaleSr^as calculated using data on U.S. average food'^expenditures 
and incoine after taxes for various urban family sizes and** types bdiaved ' , 
in what at first seems a peculiar fashion. Holding ^ge of tha head of the , 
household (AHH) ard age of the oldest^ child (AOC) constant, inx:ertain 
cases the scales decreased when family size increased by another member. * 
' • ; ^ 

There are several, possible explanations^^k this result. One might be 
that holding AHH and ADC constant does not a^T^ately control all of the* 
.variables other th^^ family size that Effect the scales. As an fxaraple, 
sup^se in area A a family of three with an income of $20,000. spends $2,000 
on food and in area B, v^Aiere food prices are lower, a family. of fesur\4^.th 
an income of $20,000 spends $1,500 on food. The equival^ce scale calculated 
according to the BLS procedure vould \Se lower ^or the four person than the 
three person family. Granted' that the data.used were aggregates composed 
of several observation?, for the particular family size-type, the example 
is- one plausible ex{>lanation fof the b^avior of the sc^les^ In fact, 
aggregation wwld only tend to combine many different possible influences. • 

Tlie possible influence of uncontrolled variables on the scales was 
recognized by the BLS. On pag^ 9 ot reference [8] the following statanent t 
IS' made: . * J 

In general these assumptions are reasonable for most families, 
but for some family types the percentage of income spent for 
food may not be an adequate measure' of ecjuivalent well-being. 



50, tne scales are based the market behavior of famili 
r^orded in the Survey o\ Consumer Expenditures, rather 
in fpi, standards satisfying specified fAiysical or social ' 



^ Even within, tffe rather narrowly defined faniily types Specified 
in table 1, there is' room for considerable variation in conpo- 
s sition and" spending patterns, and sudi variations increases i 
as nulnber pf/children and the age of the oldest: child rise. 
Also, the! scales are based>pn the market behavior of families 
as 

than^ 

reguirenents. ^n^e nature of food expenditures iriakes them more 
flexible than those for housing or autcwnobiles that fr^ently 
, involve long-term obligations, and it may be easier' for families 
to econcxnize on fo6d to offset tenporary reductions in income 
than to reduce contractual payments. Implicitly, the averages | 
on which the scale values are based take account of sudi varia- 
tions among families of specified types, but the scales should, 
be .used as guidelines and not interpreted in too liberal or 
precise at manner. • - ; : ' - , 

However, rather than publishing the scales that behaved in that fash j:on, 
a smoothing technique was ertplpy^d. Itie first smoothing' described in [81 
^ amounted to plotting the scales calculated with r^ional data for different 
sizes^of families holding AHH and AOC constant and then vtsually fitting a 
curve' that increased. with family s ize. 

In conclusion, the BLS equivalency scales cannot be considered an 
- objective tool for adjfusting a poverty definition to account tor varying ^ 
needs of families of different sizes and types. 

» 

Future Research 

' Irrespective of the normative issue of standards of living, research 
^ is need^-in the field of^i^terarea conparisons of price levels and/or 
cost of Ivjis^q. Constructii^ interarea price indexes is operationally 
more feasjple given current technology than is constructing cost of living 
indexes, ^bowever, even tjje g hstruc tion of interarea price indexes i3 
not free of conceptual; stat^j^ical, and operational problems. particularly 
in collecting and compiling price data for sudi indexes. The BLS is cur- 
rently performing research in this area, and as time and resources permit 
will collect and compile reliable price data for usei^wi making interarea 
.comparisons. , ' . * 

Reliable interarea c<3l^>ar isons of at least price levels, if not cost 
of living, should be of value in futurje work involved w^th-def/ining' poverty. 
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\ ' FODTNOTES'TG TECHNICAI, PAPER IV f ^ 

!• Hie term market basket ds a convenient notation for a list of 
« goods and Services and. the amounts of the goods and services, A market 
basket can contain more than jdst food items; such diverse items as hair- 
cuts, car batteries, and rent payments can be included, 

2. A carmittee of experts from six different countries met at the ^ 
request of the United Nations Econc»nic and Socijil Counoil, in 1954 and 
recommended that the following distinction be maintained between the terraj^ 
"level" and "standard" of Tiving: The "level of living" relates to the 
actual living conditions o'^ a people. The "standard af living^ relates 
to the aspirations or expectations of a people, thajt r^,^the iiving condi- 
tions* which they seek to attain or regaih, or v*ixch they regard as fittW 
arid proper for themselves to enjoy. 

^ '.V 3. The term area is being used in place of the proper terms Standard 
' MetrojMlitan statistical Are^s (S{*lSA's), Standard Sonsolidat'ed Areas' (SCA's), 
and n|Pnetropolitan areas. ' . ^ • . ■ 

4., Although the term living costs *or cost of living will be discussed 
later in this paper, some clarification is necessary at this time. The term 
is sornet'imes ^used in the following sense ,^ how much does it cost to live in an' 
area? In order to answer this question, it is necessary to know for vrtiat 
' '^evel of living a* cost is desired. Since the ^ehiscussion in this ap^ndix 
, is concerned with the family budgets, the> phrase "the cost of the budget in 
an area" will be used instiead of the 0irase "the cost of livifig in an area." 
When discussing the question, how much does i,t cost to live in one area 
>fej:sus another, the terminology, "interarea (or gebgraj^ic) cost of iiving 
comparisons" will be used. 

5. The budgets are also'*misinterpreted at times to be actual expendi- 
ture patterns. , ^ 

6. For this paper "objectively determ^nl^" will mean that another 
group of ind;LViduals couXd use the same techniques and ttata and arrive at 
very similar results; subjjective decisions would be kept at a minimum. 
Rigorous will mean that the techniques vrfiich are enploye^ are strongly " ^ 
gilgunded in economic and statistical theory. ^ ^ 

[^Wie budget makers" will be used, to refer to the BLS staff and 
worked on constructing the family budgets program. The 
special connotation or significance. 

See [kl] for the actual quantities used in the family budget 
market baskets, ^ . ' 

9. In the published intermediate budget estimates, shelter cos^ is 
25 percent renter cost and 75 percent' homeowner cost. . 
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10. Contract rent is the monthly rent regardless of whether any 
furnishings, fuel and utilities, or, services are included. 

• 11. Spring 1945, Labor and, federal Security Subcommittee, of the. • 
Conmitt^e oh ^^jgfopriatio^ of the Hous^ of Representatives. 

,12. It shoyJ^fee noted tha^-even though locating the inflection 
point may involli^ an objective prdcedure^^def ining. the quantities of 
the group of items as ^dequate, is subjective. ^ ^ (. / 

13. Referring^ ^o Wj6 attached*0G^:e^ Cook, has shown that even if % 
there exists ap inccwie level that maximizes the elasticity, of an "S" 
shaped quantity- income curve,, the inflection point, i.e., Y*, and the 

• elasticity maximizing point do not coincidev • A further- discussion will 
fol^ff shortly. * 

14. Reference [2] pp. 9-10. 

15. Prices were collected for the^ current budget series in 1966 
and 1969. Item costs based on .1966 prices were updated to 1967 using 
the change in pricei^ in the Consumer' Price Index (CPI). ' Since 1969, 
budget costs have been estimated by updating costs ^ for main classes of 
goods and services with the CPI. » \ - ' ^ 

16. For a theoretical discussion qf cost of living, see [4]- or [5]. 

17. It. is important^to discuss this issue in reference td^a single 
individual or a "representative" individual. Otherwise interpersonal 
conparisons of satisfaction are required. * » 

18. The minimum cost for the given level of satisfaction. ' 

19. See Jll] p. 26. . , • 

20. In the cas^ of tiie family budget market baskets, the term 
"weights", refefs to the qyantitie§ of the items. , 

21. See appendix tables in [7] and- [ll]'^or the actual interarea 
weight, variations in the intermediate family budget market basket. 

4^^. \\e actual mechanics of the estimation procedure are presented' 
in I 8] for those vrtib are interested. A littl? explanation may be helpful 
tor readers seeking the derivation of two formulae on p^ge -2 of the bul- 
letin. First to^ derive j^quatioa (1), recall that elastiqity is defined- as 

e - d^ \ X , niultiply both sides by dx and then integrate . 
y Hx" X , 

both sides holding e constant. Second, in order to derive equation C2) 
or the equation just above it, the underlying assumption must be restated 4, 



ki4 
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as: faciilief have attained an. equivalent level oi total consumption jf, 
^^jm^;^^^^^^^tsmili^s spend an eqdall prc^rtion of incOTe on food. 
Assuming eqinyalence, then ' . ' ' ' ^ 

and th^ tyo fornulae can be derived.' , , 
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APPENDIX 1 



A Note on the Vattdity of tfiw Qmnttty- 
^ Income-Elastldty Tedurique 



By: John S. Cook.* 
Aufust 1975 




Inteodttction • . - ^ 



for 



^Altoough scientifically^determined standards of ■''adequacy" existed 
♦^theiootratrhape and shelter campoijents of the ..U.S. BureaJ of Labor 
. Statistics 1966 < intermediate family budget describing a modest but adequate 
standard of liying, no such objective standards were SHzailable for the • 
other conponentsDf consunption-fdod away from hcme> tc&nsportation, 
'clothing, recreation,' educational expenses, etfc. Consequently, the budget 
.m^ers used actual. expenditure pattern data and the quantity-income- 
elasticity technique to de#ive the quantities of these othfer items to be 
used. m the market basket^ representing an adequate standard of living. 
In particular, the consumption level of a given group of related itons 
deemed ad^ate was defined to be the ^evel at which -ttt^ quantity consumed 
popped increasj^ at an increasing ratfe, and began increasing at a decreas- 
• ^"9/^*^® .^^^ respect to f&nily income. That is, the. budget makers presumed 
an S-ghaped" relationship between quantity consumed and incone, and inter- 
inflexion point as representing the adequate consumption level. ^ 
The budget rtiakers attempted to locate the income level corresponding to 
adequate consumption by calculating the level at which the elasticity of 
quantity, consumed, defined as the ratio of the proportional change in con- 
sumption to the proportional change in income,' was maximized. The -qu^tity 
consumed^correspbnding^to the ..elasticity maximizing income level was then 
included; in the market basket describing an adequate standard of living. 

■""■■». - . ' , ' 

The purpose bf this note' is to analyze the relationship between the • 
slope of the quantity-income, function and its elasticity.- Ip particular, 
we shall desonStrate that tjje procedure- of* locating the inflexion ^int 
, income l§vel by computing the elasticity maximizing level is conceptually 
unfound^. For, we shall show that the slope maximiz-ing and the elastic^ 
uty jnaximizing income le\fels never coincide for a'S-shajied quantify func- 
tion. ^Indeed, for a rather large class of sijch functions there exists" 

♦ no elasticity maximizing income .level . Cleatly then, the, quant ity-income- 
elastiJLty technique inconsistent with the expressed 'objective of " • 
deriving adequate U.e., inflection point) cortsumption -quantities" for 

• j-nclusion. in the intermediate bu(?t|et market basket. 

. - " / .V , i ^ • 

. IIlflexiol^Poillts and Elasticity • • ' V*~ . j . 

.'. , •■ " . , * ^ . • ' - , 

We now turn. to an examination of the "rkationship" between the ihflexion 
, poii)t and the point, of maximum ^sticity for the quantity- income function. 
In the interest of generality vw? assume, he^e, that the quantity function* 
c[ - f(x), IS any arbitrarily s&lfected S-sh^pk3 function. Under this 
-assippt^ the average quantity (consumed) ,!a(x) =Vx, and the marginal 
quantity (or rate oi change in quantity consumed with respect to a small' 
Change m income) ,^ M(x) = dg , curves are. well defined, .a^exhibit the' 

shapes and interrelationships- shown "below. 



S-sh^)Aa quantity function 
E < 1 




^ ^ Marginal* quantity functions; relationships 



By assunption/^ i.e. , the S-shape, f(x) increases at an increasing rate 
up to (say) the income level x'.- Hi^t is^ f ' (x) = dg =^ M > 0, and increasing 

- ' ' . dx ' ' 

up to X*. After, the inflexion point x'j f(x) continues to increase r but at 
•a decreasiDg rate^ i.^., f'(x) = M > 0, and decreasing after x**. Georoetri- 
cally^ we may represent tl^ averag'e #lue of ffVc), i.e./ the average 
quantity consumedr at ^y incbroe Ifever x, A(x) « f(x) , ^is the slope ' 

of the ray drawn from the origii) to the point on the quantity curve q = f (x) 
corresponding to* the income level x in questi<Mi. Itius, A(x'') - f(x' M is the 

sl<^ of tltfe ray frcxn Q to point P shown. .Clearly thfen, as x increases 
\qwar^^^x'S A(x) is positive and increasinafT^^At x*', A(x'*) is maximized; 
aid, for > x"/ A(x) is positive and decjreaswg. 

% ' ^k>te I : At x'S^A(x'^) « f(x^ equals f'(x\') = M(xV)^ 



Note 2 ; ^ The inflexion pointy is x' < x'.^ Since M "jdg = f'(x) 

4 . dx 

is maximized at x' , it follows that M reaches its m^imum before A reaches 
ilft maximum. (A is maximized at x"). ' ^ 

^^--^ 

Note 3 ; M(xM = f*(x'') > A(x^' ); thus, the maximum- value of-M exceed3 
the maximum value bf A. ' 

N6te^4 ; These remarks justify the curves and their relationships as • 
indicated m the above diagram. ' ^ 

Given the S7Shaped quantity function^ the' corresponding average and 
^ marginal functions and their interrelationships, we now examine the rela- 
tionship between the 3lope and income elasticity of'q = f('X). Note, again, 
that f'(x) = M is maximized at the inflexion point x'. 



However, the inctxne elasticity of q = f(x) at any point x is defined ai 

E(x) = d(log q) = X dq. = f ' (x) = M(jO . .1 
d(log xJ q dx g/x A(x) ' '-. 

« 

Hence, it follows that: 

0<x<x", E(x) > 1, since M(x) >A(x); - 

if X = X", E(x) = 1, since M(.x) = A(x); and, 

if X > X", EU) < 1, since M(x) < A(x).* 

Clearly, then, if there exists an income level x at v^ich E is maximized, 
' then X < x". intuitiyely, however, the above resuits^^sbggrfst that 
elasticity may be monotonically decreasing as x increases. Ihat is, there 
may be no E rrtaximizing value of x; in which, case, of courser tHe slope 
maximizing value x', does not coincide with the E maximizing value. 

In any eyent, we may demonstrate that for th^ S-shaped quantity func- 
tion, the inflexion poirlt and the elasticity maximizing value of x (if it 
exists) do not coincide. For, suppose they do coincide, i.e., assume that 
the inflexion point x' maximizes not only* the slope of q = f(x), b^t also 
its income elasticity. Then, f"(x') = 0, aRd E'(x') = 0; But, E'|«*) = 0 
implies that • • 

' X' f'^(x') + f(x'> [ f(x') - x'f'(x') ] *-0,' or, 
TTx^ -\ ' f(x ' )2 . ^ V 

/ 

sinplifying, that ^ . ^ ' 

f"(x') - = f'(x') - 1 

£'(xM J7TPT x- ' ' • ' . • , 
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Since f"(x:') = 0 and f'(x') *> O, it follows that 

f '(x') - 1 = 0, jor that f'.(X*') = ' f(x') " ' 
f(x') x' , ^ : I^x^ 



But; thris result states that at x', M = A, which is clearly not^the case; 
niat as- denonstrated above, we know that for the S^shaped quantity 
; function and the marginal and average functions derived, from it, f1(x'') > 
A(x"), * > A(x*). Thus, by virtue of this contradiction,- we have estab-"^^ 
lished^'that the slope maximizing and elasticity maximizing points can 
not coincide.' » ' - - ' " 

An Illustration f . • 

We now illustrate the abCve discuss ion* for a rather large class of ^ 
S-shaped quantity functions. In particular^, we shall demonstrate that there 
exists no elasticity ^naximizing incc^' level for functions of this class, 

• A . • ■ 

Let the quantity consumed depend upon income according to the following 
rul§:- ' ' ' ^ . 

q = f (x) • = -ax^ + abx^ , \^ere x > 0, and a, and b denote ^ 
arbjitrarily chosen positive constants. Given this quantity function, 
the corresponding average and fnargiijal functions are: 7 

h(x\ = -ax"^' +^x, 

H(x) = dg = -3ax2 + 2abx . 

dx ) * ' ^ ^ 

In order to construct the graphs o^ these functions, we make the following 
observations: ' ' » ' 

i) since a and b are positive constants, the rules specifying Afx.) 
and M(x) ,definfe par^las that *open downward. 

• ii) Settif>g A'(x) dA = '-2ax + ab equal to zero, we obtain x=^b/2 

3x . 

as the'^value of x that maximizes A, since A" {b/2)«-2a<0. 
^ Note that if 0 <x <.b/2, then -2ax > -ato; hence, -2ax ab = A* (x)>0. 
^ * Ihus, A is increasihg as x increases toward b/2. At x = b/2, 
A = ab^» > 0. ^ * * , ' ^ 

' , iii) Tf 0 < X < b, -ax^ > -axb; hence^ -ax^*+ abx = A{x) > 0. 
Also, if 0 < x < 2 b,' 'then -3^2 > -2dbx; hepce, 

1 . ^ , 

r -3ajf2 + 2abx = M(x) > e. " 
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IV) Setting M'(x) = = -6ax + 2ab equal to zero, we obtain- 

- - - x=b/3 as the value of x that maximizes ^T'(x)', since M"(b/3) = 

-6'a < 0. Note that if 0 < x < b/3, then -6ax > -2ab; hence, 

-6ax + 2ab = M'(x) > 0. "Rieretore, M is 'increasing as x • 
increases toward b/3. At x=±>/3, M(b/3) = abf. 

3 . ' 

V) If x=B/2, M= -3^2 + 2abb = 1 ab2; 

also, A= -ab^ + al±^ = I ab^ . Thus^ M=A at x=b/2,-- i.e. , 

at- the ^ncane level at v*iicli A is maximized. 

vSr) If 0 < X- < b/2, then'-2x > -b, and, adding x to both aides, 
of the latter inequality, -x > x-b, i.e., b-x > x. -nius, ) ' 
2b -Sit > x+b -2x = b-x. Hence, if 0 < x < b/2, 
M(x) = ax(2b-3x) > ax(b-x) = A(x). 4 ' , ' 

♦ 

In view Of these remarks, it follows that the quantity function,, 
and the derived average and marginal functions possess the shapes and 
interrelationships indicated in the diagram on the following page. 

We may now observe that the quantity function q= -a\^ + abx^ is of the 
S-shaped variety over the inccme range 0<x < 2/3b. Furthermore, the derived 
•functions, A(x) andM(x), possess the sh^s. and inter relationships, over 
this interv^ typical of the S-shaped quantity function case, in particular^ 
since b can be any arbitrarily large pftsitTve constant, the incane range 
0 < X < 2/3b can be constructed to be as' large as is feasible to consider, 
•nius, restricting q = -ax^ + abx2 to this' interval inplies no meaningful 
limitation on the applicability of this class of functions. 

Now, the inflexion point of this quantity function occurs at*x = b/3. 
However, since f >^ 



E(x^= M(x) , E(x) > 1, if 0 < X < b/2; 

E(x) = 1, if X = b/2; and 

t < E(x) < 1, if b/2 < X < 2/3 .b . 

In particular, since M.(b/3) > A(b/3), E(x) is not maximized-^t the slope 
maximizing point. Indeed, E^x) decreases continuously as x increases- , 
over the range 0 < x < 2/3b. For, ' ^ ' . 

E(x) = M(x) = -3ax2 + 2abbc i and ^ 
A(x) -ax2 + ahx 
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0 6/3 b/2 2/3b ~ ^ b 

,Sverage and Marginal Functions; Relatioai^iips 



E'(x) = (rax^ + abac) (-rSax + 2ab) - (-Bax^ 2abx) (-2ax ab) 

*(-ax2 + abx)2 

-a2hx2 



(-ax2 + abx) ^ 



■/a^bx^ < 0 , "0 < x < 2/3b . 
>(^A(x)2 ♦ ■ 



Thus, as 'X decreases toward zero from the right, E{x) increases continuously, 
i.e. , there does not exist an E maximizing inccMne level x for this S-shaped 
quantity function in the range 0 < x < 2/3b; 
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Conclusion . , ' * 

' : / * 

In conclusion, it would appear that the procedure of locating the income 
level at which the quantity purchased is "adequate" by deriving the incOTie ^ ' 
level at which elasticity Us maximized is conceptually baseless/ For, if 
the former income level is interpreted to be the inflexion point of a a-shaped 
quantity-income function-r then that level and the incc»ne level maximizing 
, elasticity nevpr coincide. Indeed, theoretically, the latter incone level' 
may not even exist. Consequently, if, in fact, the quant Ity-incOTie relation 
is S-shaped, if its inflexion point is to denote the point of adequacy,- and 
if, therefore, the budcfet maker's objective is to obtain the inflexion- 
point quantities for mclusion in the intermediate budget market basket, a 
technique other tha^i we quantity-income*-elasticity approach must be used. 
One possible procedi]^re, of course, may be to fit the quant ity-incc«ne data 
with a ^-shaped functional' form, and calculate its inflexion point income 
and consunption levels. It is to be hoped, however, that a more tractable 
approach can be dev^s^. 
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Table 1. Annual Oosts of a Ix3wer Budget for a 4-PersGn 

1976) 



ATM 


2/ 


nnlly Gouui 




ODimaption 




Housing 3/ 




Food 
Hone 


b 

Fbod itay 
Snm Ham 




Sheltar 5/ 


House- 
Ftxmijhings 
4 GpentiCRS 



Iktan Utttad Ststes 
MBtEopolitAn ATMS n/ 
HooMtrofJOlitan Meas 1^ 

ttjrtheut: 

Boston, ites. 
yBufUlo, N.Y. ' 

Bftrtfapd, Oonn* 

laocAstsr, Ptt. 

Hsw York-itorthMstem, N.J. 

I^iil^iBlpius, P«.-N.J. 

Edttaburgh, I^. 

Portland, »toiJK 
* NometEOpolitan Arose 12/ 

fcrth Omtral; ^ 
Oidar jtefiidfl > lous 
Oi^slTKArbsna, 111. 
CMc^^tf, Ill.~Narthuestsm» lid. 
ClncimsU» Ohio^Ky.-^Lnd. 
Cleveland, Ohio 
Osytcn, Ohio^ 

ostxoit; Hidm 

Gnm Bay, Wis." 
IndiarkB{90lis, Indr 
Kansas City, Ma/xan. 
Kilwaukaa, Wis. 
KinneafX>lis-St. Paul, Muin. 
St. louis, Ma.-iu'. 
Michita, Kan. 
Norsiistropolitan AreA^12/ 

Sauth^ 
Atlanta, Gs. 

Austin, Ite. 
Aaltijnra, Ni^. 

Baton Rouge, Lb. « 
Ttex. 
N.C. 
Ttoc. 

Ul*; -rtnn. . , ^ . 
Orlando, na. 
Nashingtcn, D.C.-Nd.-Va. 
Wome uoto litan Areas 12/ 



BalosrsfiAld, Calif. 
Omar, Colo. 

los Angelas-lx^ Bdbh, Calif. 

San Dlago, Calif. 

San rrancisoo-oyiland, Calif. 

S aa tUe E verett, Muh. 

Honolulu. 

Wana tu opuj-itan Araaa 12/ 



9568 




7795 


2952 


2563 


369 


1657 


U91 


467 


9720 




7683 


2967 


2563 


404 


1886 


1427 


459 - 


9oor 




7400 


2793 


2474 


315 


1728 


1227 


501 










I7$i 








10500 




8304 


3069 


363 


2169 


^723 


- 466 


9733 




7865 


2965 


2567. 


396 


1661 


1368 


493 


10U7 




6346 


Ads 


2695 


410 


r 2179 


1725 


454 


' 9494 




^ 7609 


303| 


2641 


362 


1610 


1379 


431 


10266 




6216 


324^ 


2792 


456 


1966. 


1469 


477 


9647 




7615 


3200 


2752 


448 


1719 


1260 


439 


9205 




7410 


2972 


2553 


419 


1637 ' 


1201 


436 


9917 




8144 


3096 


2706 


388 


2142 > 


1641 


501 


9467 




7696 


2967 


2635 


332 


1789 


1332 


457 


r 


















9322 




7543 


2734 


2352 


362 


1877 


1425, 


4ft 


10076 




8157 


2956 


2609 


.347 


2125 


165^ 


473 


9919 




8056 


3020 


2640 


360 


1960 


1514 


446 


8920- 




7333 


2947 


2569 


358 


1572 


U52 


. <20 


9469 




7782 


2960 


2519 


461 


1732 


> 1269 


443 


8971 




7420 ^ 


2940 


2569 


371 


1655 


U90 


465 


9501 




7684 


2949 


2536 


413 


1659 ^ 


1252 


, 407 


9172 




7346 


2667 


2356 


331 


U56 


1343 


' 515 


. 9385 




7670 


2904' 


2536 


368 


1792 


1335 


457 


9373 




7672 


3019 . 


2636 


363 


{ 1666 


1213 ' 


453 


9727 




77 3r 


2771 ' 


2406 


365 


\ 1942 


, 1502 


'440 


9593 




7657 


2946 ' 


2556 


3#0 


1609 


1374"^ 


435 


9201 




755d 


3O30 


2650 


360 


1659 


1209 


450 


.9379 






2909 


2540 


369 


1640 


1367 


473 


9187 




7498 

/ 


2765 


247 Z 


293 


1666 


1399 


467 


8924 




/7423 


2656 


2464 ^ 


37i 


1681 


12U 


470 


8412 




'7091 


2626 


2252 


374 


1555 


1062 


473 


^ 9628 




7781 ' 


2771 ' 


2372 


399 


1996 




500 


8588 




7207 


2860 


2534 


346 


1520 


1069 


451 


8730 




7333 


42699 


2275 


424 






44/ 


9267 




7500 


2768 


2413. 


355 


1814 


1346 


V 466 


8968 




7495 


2851 


24^ 


431 


1636 


1152 


464 


> 8697 




730i, 


2736 


2375 


361 


1706 


0218 


488 


' 8^2 




7455 ' 


2617 


2236 


379 


1956 


1460 


476 


lOlOS 




8051 


2960 


2546 


412 


a46 


1667 


459 


8551 




7127 , 


2725 


240^ • 


v_^5 


1562 


1054 


528 


' 9101 




7521 


2619 


2440 


^ 379 


1733 


1275 


458 


9319 




7607 


2876 


2495 


361 


1664 


1163 


461 


10009 




8159 


29(S2 


2460 


422 


2026 


1562 


444 


9682 




7923 


2845 


2423 


422 


1905 


1491 


414 


10509 




8510 


3015 


2633 




2a9 


17il 


' 466 


10209 




64U 


3096 


2706 ' 




2146 


1647 


501 


12226 




9507 * 


3667 


,3272 


395 


2644' 


ao3 


541 


9445 




7664 ^ 


2774 f 


2455 


319 


1660 


1374 


506 


1S226 




U812 


3715 


3322 


. 393 


. 3943 


3121 


822 



A 
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l^nn^portflit^/Vi 7/ 
















AT*. 


TOtMl 


Oman 


CXothinq 


Pencml 
Carm 


Cure 8/ 


Other FHilly 
9/ 


Other 
ItCMS 10/ 


SociAl Sacuri^ 
& SuabUity 





urbH) UutAd statM 
MM— Ut4Ju lit<p AraM U/ 



702 



939 
860 



Buffalo, N,y, 
iMCMtttTf Pk. 

Ydrk-MDrthautem, N,J, 
Fhll«lelf4ua, J 
PiltJbur^, P«. X 
^-lOrtl^, mum 

Itot — U c no litan Atom 1^ 

ttsrth Ontral; 

QiT« I jv-Urti^» 111, 
Chicago, IlI.-ttnrthHWtem, 
Cucimfttx, Ghio-Ky.-Znl, 
Cl«v«lJBid, Ohio 
Qiytoi, Ghio 
Oetroit, mch. 
Bay, Him. 
IndlanapQlia, Ind, 

Miiinnii1i»-St, Paul, KiJin. 

St. lAiia* m.-m. 

wiehiu, Mn. 

oUtan Araas 1^ 



South: 



60B 

639 
697 
632 
692 
632 
679 
^624 

7oa 

704 
663 
6^ 
705 
646 
828 
# 



842 
887 
1136 
881 
9^ 
8S6 
920 
869 
936 
932 
882 
898 
980 
890 
828 



771 
778 
738 



248 

255 
216 



447 

362 



874 

933 
762 
772 
801 
757 
784 
793 
747 
780 
863 
773 
715 
781 
784 



268 
258 

263 
231 
301 
238 
271 
259 
2«6 
285 

2a 

m 

263 

219 



721 
804 
876 
710 
798 
724 
879 
674 
802 
763 
769 
748 
722 
798 
668 



Atlanta, Gk. 


627 


861 


742. 


258 


788 


Jtastin* Idu ' 


63t 


899 


790 


250 


776 


Baltinn, M. 


669 


930 


750 


256 


876 


Baton teoga, Im, 


648 


895 


771 


- 259 


679 


DtUMMt Tmt. 


671 


919 


701 


^ 260 


918 


OurhM, M.C. 


617 


862 


726 


263 


843 


Houacon, ltac« 


MO 


894 


747 


265 


888 


HuhvilU, tmwi. 


651 


900 


795 


236 


716 


ocimOD, ru. 


663 


902 


683 


231 


•45 




693 


952 


707 


235 


834 


liMwLLiJiulitan Anaa n/ 


851 


851 


^ W7 




697 



461 
442 

480 
469 
478 
474 
463 
► «1 

* in 

455 
455 
462 
449 
452 
368 



471 
456 



461 
460 
476 
359 



436 
439 
424 



698 


1149 


791 


' 254 


786 


497 
. 466 


451 


726 


1001 


884 


256 


705 


438 


704 


975 


795 


296 


765 


^502 


452 


645 


864 


787 


245 


680 


•419 


* 430 


to 


993 


-752 


247 


904 


499 


449 


629 


1042 


7U 


246 




462 


436 


661 


891 


7H 


246 


709 


449 


424 


645 


896 


904 


237 


744 


476 


' 446 


895 


895 


739 


206 


718 


362 


433 



577 
586 

532 



614 

583- 

591 

556 

625 

583 

538 

579 

577 



781 
8U 
645 



il31 
847 ^ 
728 

899 % 

974 
1013 
833 
748 
781 



428 


544 


807 


441 


591 


881 


444 


579 


638 


422 


522 


643 


435 


556 


716 


425^ 


527 


599 


433 


, 556 


828 


422 . 


538 


866 


432 - 


550 


* 733 


433 


547 


722 


434 


567 


995 


432 


" 562 


>42 


429 


538 


684 


433 




70? 


427 


537 ' 


725 


425' 


' '521 . 


555 


415 


' 491 


^9 


435 


573 




418 


503 


460 


422 


509 


466 


427 


544 


796 


427 




519 


421 


509 


466 


426 


521 


500 


444 
4i6 


593 ^ 


1017 


504 


504 



rafiald, &llf, 
ODlo. 

Loa Angalaa-Long Baach, QOif . 
' 8m Dla9D* (^if , 

San Franciaoo-OaUMid, Calif, 
SMttla-SMratt, MMh, 

Honolulu 

iM — Uty olitan Araaa n/ 
tgichxaqt, Aiaaka 
(Baa to o tn o t a a folloMLng IWbla 3 ) 



688 


978 


715 


241 


907 


418 


428 


669 


918 


959 


231 


764 


442 


430 


740 


1031 


804 


246 


999 


442 - 


447 


721 


995 




243 ' 


'9C8 


430" 


440 


• 726 


}046 




281 


942. 


465 


457 


«90 


977 




263 


868 


468 


* 454 


762 


1086 




292 


B«0 , 


M9 


487 


m M5 


885 * 




221 


737 


361 


432 


1136 


1136 ' 




309 


Ut5 


458 





622 
544 
675 
657 
704 
597 
714 
553 

861 



530 
' 738 
728- 
, 662f 
. 636 
747 
15U 
796», 

1990 
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Table 2. 



Annual Costs of an Intermediate Budget for, a 4-Person Fandly, 
* Aution 1975 jRevised ftey 5, 1976) 



1/ 





















Ibtal 

OQnai^f>txon 


Food 


Houainq 3/ 




' Tat^al 
Budgat 

7/ 
W 


Ibtal 


Pood at 
Hcne 


Food fumy ' 
FtcKi Hcna 


Ibtal 


Shelter 


Houaa- 
FunxlahinQa 
i Gpttaticxm 


TbtAl 4/ 


Ranter 

5/ 


Hnaowia^ 

6/ 


Ikten Uutad StatM 


15318 


11 7 25 


3827 


3242 


584 


3533 


2737 


1802 


3048 


797 


ifc* nryr^T j ATMS 11/ 


15638 


11951 


3875 


3260 


. 615 


3633 


2848 


1670 


3174 


765 


lli—l mill Mail Arau 12/ 


13886 


10715 


3610 


3l65 


445 


3089 


2241 


1496 


2488 


648 


NorthttMt: 


• 

* 18090 


13512 


4128 


• 

3532 


» 

596 


4865 


4074 


■« 

2122 


4725 , 


791 


Buffalo* M.Y. 


16283 


12276 


3915 


3304 


6U 


3785 


2942 


1953 


3272 


843 


Hart^ax^f Cdm. 


1^314 


12893' 


4117 


3467 


650 


4120 


3347 


2060 


3776 


773 


lancaater, Pa. 


14939 




3989 


3415 


574 


3186 


2454 


1808 


2669 


732 


Ifew yuiX-NLalhengtam^ N.J. 


17498 


13126 


4343 


3590 


753 


4353 


3539 


2123 


4011 


614 


FtiilAaalptuA, Ite.-K.j. 


15699 


11877 


4231 


3549 


682 • 


3384 


2616 


1621 


2947 


7^ 


Pittflto^.Pi^. 


l4S87 




3927 


3302 


625 


2984 


2228 


1468 


2481 


756 
844 


Ibrtlai^, MfedM 


15684 


12219 


4171 


3616 


555 


3674 # 


2830 


1920 


3134 


Itenaatropolitan Areas 1^ 


loyi 


11639 


3911 


3430 


461 


3675 


2900 


).66B 


' 3311 ' 


775 


North Ontral: 






















Oadar Mpida« lowa 


15265 


11524 


3477 . 


2926 


551 


3544 


2790 


1876 


3094 


754 


QiiBpaiTt-Ur^aaa, ill. 


15721 


12146 ^ 


3770 


3262 


506 


3739 


2935 


. 2294 


. 3149 


604 


Oiictgo, Til Till 1 Iwiimii, iid. 


15712 


12139 


383r 


3272 


566 


3788 


3019 


2023 


3351 


769 


Circimatir Ohlo-^.*>Ini. 


14645 


11284 


3741 


3211 


'530 ^ 


3273 


2548 


£440 . 


2917 


725 


ClavttUnl, Chio 


' 15570 


12078 


3788 


3135 


653 T • 


3730 


2945 


1572 


3403 


765 




14193 


11055 


3741 


3209 


f 532 


3091 


2309 


1521 


2572 


782 


Datroit, Mch. 


I57i)j^ 


11936 




3161 


616 


3680 


2952 


1680 


3376 


V28 


(km Bay, WU. > 


15111 


11172 




2911 


484 


3530 


2656 


1698 


2976 


674 


IndiJUfolia, Ind. , [ 


15090 


. 11683 1 


3719 


^177 


542 


3490 


2725 


1733 


3055 


765. 


nraaa City, M>.H(an. 


14868 


11435 1 


L 3624 


3280 


544 


3141 


2362 / 


1613 


2611 


779 




16293 


11969 


^ 3549 


2981 


568 


3943 


3179 


1886 • 


3610 


7H 


Mirriaaiol IB Ht. Paul, Mm. 


15709 


11548 


3762 


3178 


584 


3456 


2711 


1776 


3022 


745 


St. Iaai«, Ito.-m. 


14805 


11405 


3877 


3286 


591 


, 3245 


2447 


1488 


2766 


798 


Mlchiu^ KKl. 


144^ 


U180 


3644 


3132 


512 


3109 


2312 


1715 


2511 


797 


NsnaatropoUtjn Araas 1^ 


14Q22 


10746 


3515 


3106 


• 409 


3196 


2407 


1746 


2627 


^ 789 



South: 

AtlantAr, G*' 
Austin, Dbc. 
Baltiaora, M. 
Batcn Sbuga, U. 
oaUaa, Ttoc. * 
tXtrhM, N.C.' 
aouaton, Tbc. 
Naaiv^llla, tm. 
Qrlmk>, TU. / 
Maahington, D.C.-W.-Va. 
tfcmtxopolitan Areaa 12/ 




10972 


3J48 


3188 


560 


2928 


2160 


1506 


2364 


778 


10658 


3404 


2874 


530 , 


2855 


^ 2070 


1361 


.2299 


765 


11294 


369> 


3060 


634 


3166 ' 


2277 


- 2014 


2364 


689 


10808 

UD^5 


3795 


3246 


549 


. i793 


2030 


130^ 


2271 


763 


3513 


2903 


610 


3035 


2294 


1583 « 


2531 


V741 


11205 


364^ 


3120 


522 


3228 


2455 


1791 


2676 


773 


il095 


3721 


3089 


632 


2938 


2137 


1453 « 


2365 


601 


U078 


3565 


3045 


520 


3184 


2369 


1524 


2650 


815 


10837 


3410 


2856 


554 


3X54 


2369 


180? 


2556 


785 


11929 


3902 


3300 


. 602 


3651 


2838 


2018 


3111 


8U 


1033f 


3574 


3124 


450 


2802 


1909 


U9S^ 


21£3 


893 



Bakarafiald, Oalif. 
Danvar, Oolo, 

M AngalM-Long Daacti, calif. 
San Diagp, calif. 
San Ftanciaoo-Oakland, Calif. 
Seattle - Evw a t t, Hkah. 

Honolulu 

MomatzOfsoUten Araaa 12/ 
AnUnrega, Alaiiu 



14019 


10820 


3536 


3010 


526 


2932 




14724 


11246 


3623 


3069 


554 


3120 


*276 


151JB6 


11679 


3656 


3020 


636 


3441 


2684 


15036 


11580 


3572 


2953 . 


619 


3437 


2743 


16415 


12569 


3825 


3229 ' 


596 


404& 


,;S221 


15630 


12358 


3924 


'3303' 


621 


3842 


- 3011 


18694 


13703 


4603 


3967 


636 


4415 


3527 


13801 


10551 


3423 


2995 


428 


3027 


2161 


21229 


15865 


4561 


40U 


563 


5838 


4437 



1648 

1513- 
1920 
1768 
. 255? 
2085 
2647 
1524 

3792 



2335 

2530 

2939 

3068 

3442, 

3320 

3820 

2373 

4^52 



769 

844 

757 

694. 

624 

831 

888 

866 

1401 
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Intannediate Budget. Continued: (Revised May 5, 1976) 



Pmly Oonaupigtion 



Ttmvortaticn ?/ 


Clothijig 


Paraona 

' 'dune 


Ttjtai 


OMiers 


1279* 


1342 


1102 


^31 


1283 


1362 


4114 


337 


. 1262 


1262 


1044 


307 


• 1330 


1582 


1150 


332 


1386 


U86 


1276 


337 


« 1405 


1405 


1143 


407 


1251 . 


1251 


U39 


322 


1181 ^ 


1387 ■ 


1088 


331 


U04 


1431 


1022 


' 3n 


1229 


U75 


1075 


,f 324 


^302 


1302 


1155 


310 


1290 


U90 


1030 


294 


1314 


'l314 


1249 


356 


1313 


U13 


1351 


343 


1319 


1565 


U06 


« 343 


1304 


1304 


1107 


302 


1312 


1366 


1151 


399 


1240 


U40 


1069 


310 


1255 


1305 


1130 ^ 


360 


^64 


^ 12«4 


U30 


334 


1394 


1394 


1075 


325 


1362 


136> 


1126 


377 


U73 


U73 


1237 


348 


US8 


U58 


mo 


3S4 


1355 


1415 


1032 


345 


1304 


1304 


1119 


349 


1247 


U47 


1096 


313 



Care 8/ 



Odwx Tmaly 
QDnsuiftion 

JL 



other 
Iten 



10/ 



Social Security 
i Dmbiiity 



Peracnal 
Inxmm 



Urban Unitad Sta^ 
Hetropoiitjn Araas U/ 
Ncn^roioUtan Araaa 12/ 

Northwt; 



Buffalo, N.Y. 
Hart^Dcdr Conn. ' 
Uncaster^ Pa. 
Now yorkHtorthBaatam, M.J. 
phllMtelptuA, Pa. -N.J. 
PittJbur9h, Fa. 
Rutland, Mum 
I tju ie umio l^tan Areas 12/ 

Narth antral: 
Oedar Itopixis, Jam 
Qw«»i9HJrtaA*« 111. 
Chicago^ ill .-Nort^Mstam, Ind. 
Circijwmti, chu>-Ky.-ljil. 
Cleveland, Ghio • 
Dayton, Ohio 
Atxoit, KLch. 
C^Mfi Bfiy, Wia. 
Indlan«|X}lia, Ind. 
Kanaaa City, M^.-Kan. 
MUiinicae, Wis. 
MiiMafsUa-St. Paul, Mim. 

St. lAlU. MO. -111. 



Hjf g Uoto Utan Areas 

Sbutht • 
Atlanta, Ga. 
AuabinA Tax. 
BaltiKxre, m. 
Batcn taiva, U. 



OuM/ N.C. 

Nuhvilla, Tann. 
Orlando,' rU, 
iMUngton, D.C.-M.-Va. 
Wiaaii mnl Itir nraaa 12/ 



Bikadra^iald, Calif. 
D«iver, Colo. 

Loa Angala«-Long Baach, Calif. 
S» Diago, Calif. 
Ski PnnciKxHMcland, Calif.* 
SaattAa Bv m a lt , Niah. 

lionaXulu 

Rj— UufcP litan ATMS 12/ 



1240 

1304 

1256^ 

U67 

1334 " 

1224 

1291 

1292 

1279 

1318 

1263 

1357 
1275 
1336 
•l353 

1309 
1438 

1234 

" 1523 . 



1240 
1304 
1306 
U67 
1334 
1224 
1291 
1292 
1279 
1368 
U63 



. >«7 

1192 
13S3 
1405 
1309 
1436 
. 1234 

1523 



964 

1316 

mo 

1117 
1190 
U96 
10f6 
1118 

1330 



following TWbLa 3.) 



. 31< 
312 
326 
320 
363 
353 
3115 
319 

463 



822 
848 

707 



791 
709 
768 
681 
906 
852 
713 
749 
722 



728 
810 
877 
715 
804 
727 
885 
675 
804 
766 
773 
753 
726 
802 
674 



1075 


341 


795 


1140 


322 


779 


1100 


342 


882 


lUl 


339 


' 680 


1019 


343 


924 


1053 ' 


342 


847 


1065 


349 


891 


U54 


311 


718 


992 


- 305 


850 


1018 


331 


•838 


X004 


304 


701 



909 
774 
1001 
976 
947 
873 
864 
740 

1286 



831 
861 
695 



916 
870' 
933 
816 
924 
863 
854 
858 
717 



856 
820 
868 
842 
894 
857 
849 



sr. / 



839 
846 

855 
825 
853 
703 



845 
854 
854 
823 
857 
869 
820 
854 
847 
871 
683 



786 
826 
809 
805 
851 
861 
902 
<90 



JOl 
709 
666 



764 

721 
742 
689 
750 
707 
680 
718 
696 



694 

716 
716 
686 
714 
678 
709 
682 
700 
691 
710 
695 
690 
662 
667 



675 
664 
686 
669 

677 
683 
679 
679 
670 
'709 
1653 



670 ■ 

685 

700 

696 

732 

724 

771 

660 

846 



834 
841 

803 



825 
840 
825 
825 
849 
833 
825 
825 
846 



825 

825 

825 

825 

825 

825 

825 

825' 

825 

825 

825 

825 

825 

825 

815 



825 

784 

825 

807 

813 

825 

819 , 

819 

801 

825 

779 



909 
825 
915 
915 
915 
825 
825 
807 

868 



2057 
2136 
1703 



2989 
^2444 
1854 
2041 

2773. 

2272' 

1976 

1922 

2038 



2222 
7034 
2032 
1850 
1953 
1635 
2231 
2432 
1882 
1917 
2789 
2641 
1885 
ll39 
1794 



1694 
1316 
2421 
1487 
1409 
2158 
1427 
1427 
1372 
2427 
1490 



1620 
1966 
1892 
1845 

2179 
1723 
3395 
1783 

36S0 



'ERIC 
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Table 3. .Annual Costs of a Higher Bidget for a 4-Perd6n Fanily, 1/ 
Autiinn 1975 "tRfevised May 5; 1976) ^ 



total 
BuSgst 





T- 



ital 



Fbod «t 



Pood My 
FkQM yam 



Shelter 




Ifcjtal 4/ 


t Mntar 

5/ 


HoMOwner 


Houas- 

& Gpcrationa 



Qktn onitad Stataa 
* itetzqpoUtan toaaa U/ 
M iM Umul ltan Araaa 1^ 



Buffalo, M.Y. 
Hactfoadf Oon. 
Unoaabar, Pa. . 
Itow y'ili*lliMiaaiLaiii> M.J. 
Philartalphia, Pa.-«.J. 
Pittte^ Pa. 
tatl^, lUna 
i Ua a Umu Uti Araaa 1^ 



22294 


161^1 


4019 


3874 


945 


5353 


3687 


2843 


22940 


1(551 


4914 


3895 


1020 


5535 


3858 


3055 


194U 


14312 


4393 


3714 


^ 609 


4540 


2922 


1894 


27000 


18942 


5X43 


4X38 


1005 


7417 


5683 


3300 


23617 


16SC2 


48S5 


3874 


981 


5521 


3726 


2680 


22964 


17295 


4981 


4065 


916 


6054 


4322 


2823 


21091 


15476 


4972 


4003 


M9 


i728 


.3144 


2495 


27071 


ltS41. 


5497 


4195 


X302 


6726 


4938 


4420 


22717 


16463 


5263 


4168 


1095 


5174 


3487 


3578 


20990 


15400 


4922 


3893 


1029 


4686 


3047 


, 1976 


21733 


16X94 


5158 


4245 


913 


5X96 




2419 


209S5 


153X4 


4731 


4029 


702 


5153 




2(£20 



^rhM^ai<y>-mfaM», 111. 
QufiajDr 111,- 
ClndjiMti, Chio-iV.-lnl, 
Clavaland, Ohio ^ 
Dayton, Obio 
Dataeott, Mich. 
C^raan Bay, Hia. 
InliJlMpDlia, lus. 

mWmeiiam, NLa« 
mmifoXia-et. ^mA, mm. 
9t. Louia, »to.-lXl. 
, Michiu, Kan. 

MonHtzotJOlitan ArM« 

South: 
Atlanta, Oa. 
Ayatin, Dnc. 
Baltina, M. 



Hbuaton, 1>hc. 
MMiwilla, T^. 
Orlando, FXa. 
NhihiAgtcn, O.C.-Mi.<V^. 
HnatsofoUtM Araaa )1/ 



22X19 
22822 
22592 
20480 
22200 
20637 
22947 
22510 
2X389 
2X723 
237X9 
22993 
2X223 
20676 
19741 



20362 
19413 
22204 
20204 
20197 
2X207 
20090 
20038 
X9737 
23090 
X8522 



X589e 
16834 
16680 

15158 
16445 
15432 
16558 
15501 
15ns 
15918 
16202 
15799 
15613 
15345 
14466 



148^ 



149 

14 
156X7 
15260 
15435 
15202 
15357 
1533X 
X5XX6 
16329 
13839 * 



3836 
4000 
3103 



6103 
39XX 
4586 
3259 
5029 
3471 
3236 
3629 
3934 



1508 
1497 
^1554 

t555 
1616 
1553 
1405 
1609 
1508 
1460 
1569 
1442 



L * 



4439 


3521 


918 


5375 


3762 


2986 


3899 > 


1434 


477^ 


3946 


832 


5762 


4043 


,3196 


4192 


1540 


4892 


3961 


931 


5513 


3845 


3122 


3973 


1489 


4721 


3894 ^ 


loS 


4742 - 


31B9 


1825 


3430 


1374 


4814 


3792 




5464 


3791 


2207 


4071 


1494 


4741 


3875 


866 


4951 


3303 


2598 


3427' 


1469 


41 .4 


3849 


965 


5677 


4049 


2836 


4263 


1449 


4277 


3526 


751 


5362 


3533 


2408 


3732 


1650 


4746 


3859 


887 


5240 


3597 


2X76 


3848 


1464 


4956 


3977 


979 


4907 


3240 


2323 


' 3402 7' 
4244 


1488 


4572 


3643 


^ 


5612 


. 3989 


2541 


1444 


4857 


3841 


1009 


5121 


3501 


2594 


3661 / 


1441 


4976 


3981 


995 


4769 


3065 


2013 


3251 


1525 


4626 


]^ 


840 


•4703 


3005 


2226 


3142 


1519 


4338 




561 


4713 


3168 


2106 


'3355 


1481 


« 


38^ 














4756 


934 


' 4413 


2851 


2162 


2973 


1383 


4379 


34X 


943 


4470 


2858 


2XX4 


2989 


1433 


4775 


3678 


1097 


4782 


2974 


2633 


3034 


1629 


4808 


3893 


915 


4659 


3108 


2079 


3289 ^ 


1372 


4486 
4608 


3474 - 


1012 


4880 


3324 


3X24 


3359 


1367 


3757 


851 


4685 


31X1 


2X71 


soS 


139$ 


4759 


3707 . 


10S2 


4563 


2937 


2129 


1447 


4450 


3637 


813 


4919 


3277 


2336 


3443 


1463 


4270 


3418 


852 


5035 


3421 


2048 


3663 


1435 


4920 


3969 


951 


5395 


3725 


2914 


3868 


1491 


4342 


3^ 


616 


4X89 


2545 


1719 


2691 


1580 



X Bafcarafiald, Calif. 19792 

• Danvar, Oolo. 213X2 

Loa ^ laa Long Baach, OSaXif . 22627 

8ki Oia^D, calif. 22110 

San FtanciaRHdakland, Calif. 24073 

SaattXa-^wratt, Muh. 22206' 

Honolulu 28302 

Nonwttopolitan Ana 1^ 19541 

30385 



14588 


4419 


3633 


786 


4422 


2787 


1997 


. 29H 


15459 


4690 


3715 


975 


47U 


3026 


2781 


3069 


16417 


'4783 


3665 


11X8 


5422 


3824 


33X1 


3915 


16091 


4572 


3569 


1003 


5497 


^0X8 


3176 


4167 


P293 ' 


,4923 


3906 


1017 


5989 


4227 


3522 


4351 


1685& 


4964 . 


3^99 


965, 


5795 


4086 


2993 


4279 


19180 




4759 


1129 


6867 


5097 


3871 


5313 


141X6 


4134 


3618 


516 


4531 


2764 


1917 


2913 


2XXX2 


^5624 


4850 


774 


8408 


5731 


4780 


5899 



1456 
1511 
1419 
1300 
1583 
1530 
1591- 
1703 

2613 



r aa at and of tabla.) 



Hisrtaer Budget Oontinuea:'^- (Itevised May 5, 1976) 

_J?? 2^ = * ^-^—T T 



Area 



Transportation 7/ 



Tbtal 



Autcnobile 
Ownesrs 



Family Cbnsigiption 



*Clo thing 



Personal 



Medical 
Care 8/ 



Other Family 
Oansuif>tiGn 

JL 



other 
Items 10/ 



Social Security 

Disability 
Paywents 



"Personal 
*Inoame 
t&3oes 



Urban united states 
Metropolitan 11/ 
' Nonnetropolitan Areas 12/ 

Northeast: , ^ 
Boston, Mass. 
Buffalo, N.Y.^ 
Hartford >Oonn. 
Lancaster, Pa. 
New York-Northeastern, N.J. 
Phil^lphia, Pa. -H.J. 
Pittdbir^h, Pa. 
Portland, Maine 
Nonnetropolitan Areas 12/ 

North Centrad; * 
. Cedar Rapids, Iowa 

ChapfiaignKJrbanQ,^ 111. 

Chicago, Ill.-NarthwBstfim, 

Cincinnati ,^ll\>o-Ky . ^Ind . 

ClevBlsid, Ohio 

Dayton, Ohio 

Detroit, Mich. 

Green Bay, Wis. 

Indiana{olis, 

Kanass City,' Mo, 

Hilt«ukee, Wis. 

MimeipoliB-St. Paul, Him. 

St. Louis, I^.^IU. 

Wichita, Kan. 

Nbn«tzo|Olit«n Areas U/ 

South: 
AtlanU» Ge. 
AMStiAr Itox. 
Baltimoce, Nd. 
3atcn Rouge, U. 
DalUa, itac. 
Ourhn, N.C. 

Naslvrille, Twn. 
Orlpido, PU. 
MMhiiigton, D.C.-Md.-V*. 
ttonwtropolitan Areas 12/ 



1658 
1685 
1540 



Ind. 



1562 
1651 
1585 
1603 
1694 
1554 
1634 

i6$a 

1635 
1723 
1559 



1658 
1685 
1540 



1562 
16|1 
1585 
1603 
1694 
1554 
1634 
1658 
1635 
1723 
1559 



1613 
1633 
1522 



470 

474. 

448 



857 
884 

739 



1371 
1426 
1130 



1182 
1202 
]r091 



1881 


1881 


1709 




827 


1502 


1322 


1650 


1650 " > 


1881 > V. 


4 / / 


739 


1439 


1203 


1669 


1669 




DO? 


800 


1530 ' 


1240 


1524 


1524 


1690 




706 


1397 


1149 


1753 


1753 


1017 


% /D 


945 


1525 i. 


ijj6 


1727 


1727 






890 


1445 ! 




1552 


1552 


1598 


453 


744 


1453 


U45 


, ' 1566 


1566 


1697 


436« 


770 ' 


, 1371 


U64 


1585 


1585 


1502 


438 


751 


1154 1 


1141 


>• 1602 


1602 


1818» 


493 


7^ 


1415 


U70 


1616 


1616, 


1^ 


487 


839 


1368 


1217 


1853 


1853 


. 1616 


473 - 


910 


1423' , 




1558 


1558 


1615 


414 , 


745 


1363 ? 




1629 


'*1629 


1681 


556 


840 


1461 


. U97 


1551 


1551 


1592 


433 


.756 


. 1408 \ 


U47 


1576 


1576 


1654 


495 


929 


1413 ' 


1203 


' 1551 


1551 


1647 


455 


816 


1393 . 


U$0 


1662 


1662 


1575 


459 


835 


1406 . 


1171 


1705 


1705 


1645 


529 


795 


1381 - 


1171 


1541 


1541 


. 1813 


483 


801 


1380 


1185 


1529 


• 1529 


1615 


490 


78.7 


1400 


> 11S5 


1763 


1763 


1524 « 


463 


756 , 


1362 


'Uj56 


1652 « 


1652 


1639 


490 


834 


1401 


11^2 
1098 


1488 


1488 


1634 


' 460 


705 


1128 



1596 ' 


478 


828 > 


1357 


#1687 


447 


813 


1432 


1^3 


494 


920 


1418 


1644 


473 


706 


13§7 


1521 


484 


958 


1422 


1573 


478 


874 # 


1430 


1617 


489 


929 


1366 


n?4 


441 


749 


1400 


1466 


433 


»882 


1395 


1510 


490 


872 


1419 


1473 


438 


734 


, U04 



1125 , 

J119 - 

11^ 

1138 

1147 

U35 

li43 

U41^ 

U31 

U91 

1067 

\ 



841-^ 
843 

831 



82? 
640 

825 
825 
839 
833 
825 
825 
846 



825 
£25 
825 
625 
825 
825 
825 

^825 
825 
825 

' 825 
825 
625 
825 
8125 



825 
825 
825 
825 
825 
825 
825 
625 
825 
8^5 
829 



4130 
4343 

3178 



5911 
5012 
3504 
3648 
6,379 
*4223 
3620 
3529 
3654 



4226 
3^6 
3078 
'3364 
3733 
3233 
4361 
50344 

3809 
5507 
52P4. 
3^9 
'3364 
' 3352 



3420 

2590 

4606 

2981 • 

2790 

4P45 ^ 

2765 

2740 . 

2665 - 

4745 

2787 



ERIC 



40 



I 



Higgler Budget Continued: 

^ ^ ^ 



(Revised May 5r 1978^^ 



WB6t: ^ 

Bakersf le^d / Catif . 
Denver,? Colo. , 
LOS Angelea^Uxyq Beach, Calif. 
San Diego, Calif. . 
- San Franciaoo-OaJtland, Calif. 
^ Seattle-Everett, Vfaah. 
Honolulu 

NonpietropolitaTv Areas 12/ 



F^amlly ODnsuqption 



» Anchor^, Alaska 









' Total ' 




I 


I^scml 


0*i9rs 


Clothing 


Care 


ie4e ^ , 1648 


1397 * 


448 


•15€3^ ^ ^ 1563 . 


1844 


448 


1761 ' 


1761 


1586 


462 


- 1^30 


1630 


1580 


442 


1732 


1732 


a«89 


■ 547 


1582 


1582 


1689 


489 


1914 


; , 1914 


1547 1 


m S45 


' 1479 


•1479 


1545 - 


• 475 


•^180V 


1800 


' 1823 


710 











Medical 
Care 8/. 



Other Faruly 
ODnsunivtion 

9/ 



945 

' 806 
1047 
1022 

, 905 
901 
771 

,1331^ 



1409 
1392 
1356 

1348 -v^ 
1421 ^ 
1434 

1518 ' 
1181 

1416 











Social Security 




Itaras^O/ 


'i Disability ^ 


Inoame 




Pafyment^ 


TBxea 


1104 


915 " . 


3185 


1148 


825 


'3880 


U94 


915 




1180 


915 


S924 


1240 


915 


' 4625 


1218 


825 


3308 


. 1334 


825 


6963 


1081 


825 


3519 


1431 


868 ^ 


6974 



6/ 
V 



1% 



•nie family consist* of an encloyed husband, a^ 38, a wife not enployed outside the hcno- an 8-year-oXd girl, and A 13-year^-old boy. 
_ Ttotal budget costs include p&rsoral inoone taxes, social a«trity, other iteno and total consmption . 

3/ Housing includes shelter, houaefumishings end housjehold ojfecations « ja»jfc feigher budget al-so includes an allowence for lodging away fran.tene city. 
The average costs of shelter v«re wei^ited by the fbllowing^ptoportidhs: lower budget, 100 percent for families living in rented dwellings? 
intennodi^ budgetr^S pecoent for rente2rs,^75„pwcent foif horaepuners; hi^iar budget, \% percent for renters, 85 percent for honeowners. 
5/^Renter costs include average cor\tract rent plus the costs of required amovnts of heating fuel, gas, electricity, water, specified equinmnt, and 
in^iranoe on household contents, , t . " 

(kxaoCMier costs Incl^ interest and principal payments fd^s tMisr insurance on house and contents; water, refusA dimosal, luting fuel, gas; 
^ectricity, and sp^ified eguipnent? and hone repair and naintepanoe costs. * ^ JT^ 

'ttm average costs of autcmobile owners and fcncwners in the lower Ixidget were weighted \jy the following proportions Of fandltes: Bostol, Chicago, * 
Natf Vork and Philadelphia, 50 percent for both autonobile owners and nonownars; #11 other rottxopolitan areas, 65 percent farXutenobile owners, 
35 percent for nonopmers; normBtropolitan areas, 100 percent for autonobile owners. The. intermediate budget proportions ara* Boston^ N«w York, - 
Chicago and Philadelphia, 80 percent for o^»rs, 20 percent for nonowners; Baltiiiibre, Cleveland, Detroit; Urn Angeles, t>ittabur^, San Francisco. 
St. louis, and Washington, D.C., with populations of 1.4 million 'or nore in ^966, 35 pacr^nt for autonobUe ownets and 5 perqent for nonowners; 
all dther areas, 100 percent fogr autCBjbbile ownats. The higher, budget weight is lOOfp^ient for autoncbile owwrs in all ar^. 
In tot«X. podical care, the aver^ costs of medical insurance wer^ weighted by the follgiiagaroporrtions: 30 percmt fof f«nilies paying full * 
oyst^f insurance; 26 percent jfor families pacing half cost; 44 percent'^ fmdlies tM^d^ noncontriJ3utx>ry insurance plBtns (paiA by «»ployer)*. 
Other f anuly oonsiiiiptijon 'Ihcludel^the average costs for reading « recrwtion^ ^obaooo pHctuctsl' aloc^lic beverUM, education and misoallaneous 
expeMitures . ^ ^ • l"* W 



Other iteAe include. allGMonoes for giflU'^and contributions, life insuranoe and occupational e)qpenses. ^ 
I -n/ As defined in 1960-61. For a detailed description of these and previous gepgr^ahiCal boundaries, see the 1967 edition of StaM*rri 
f Metrot»litan Statistical Areas , prepared by the Office of Managemenir and Budget . ^ 

12/' Plaoejs vith populrftion of 2,15b to 50,000'.s \ ' * " * ' ' 



Table 4. 



Indexes of Oonparative Costs Bdsed on a Lower Bucaget for a 4-Persc^ Family, 1/ 
Auturtn *1975 (Hevised May 5, 1976)^ ^ (U.S. Urban Average Cost = 100) 



Total 



'lk>tal 

Consul^ 

tion 



lX>tAl 



Poet of Family Cbnsmiitioti 



total 
V 



Renter 



Transportfltjjan 



Uptal 



Autooobile 
Owners 



Qothiag 



JPeraonad 
Care 



Medical 
Care 8/ 



Other 
F^Riily 
Oonsui^ 
ticn 9/ 



Personal 
liKxue 



Urban United Stages 
Metropolitan flBas 2/ 
NcanetropolitSn Areu }/ 

ttortheast: 
'Boeton, ma». 

Buffalo, N.Y. 

Wort^^, conn. * 

LancaHer, Pa. ■ 

Now York-tlQrtheastem, N.J. 

Philttielphia, Pa. -N.J. 

Pittsburgh, Pa. 

Portland, Mdne 
> Nonnetzopolitan Areas ^ 

North Centred: 
Cedar Rapids, 
QtfBCjai/gn-Urfaana, 111. 
Chicago, ill.- « 

NortlBcatsiTt^ Indr. 
Cincinnati, Qhio-Ky.'ind. 
Cleveland, Ohio 
Dayton, Ohio 
DStroit, Mich. 
Qcmn Bay, Wis. ^ 
prtdianapolis, Ind. 
Kansas City -Kan. 
Milwaufcee, Wis. 
.Hlnneapolis-€t. Paul, Mlim. 
it. Louis, (to.-Ill. 
WlchiU, Kan. 
N LiU B LnjtJO litan Areas 3/ 



South: 
Atlanta, Ga. 
Mtijf, Itac. 
Baltinore, Hd, 
Baton RDU9e, La 
Dallas, Ita^ , 
Ou^ton, N.C. 
Houston, Tb(. 

'Tann. 

OrL _^ 

f D.C.THl.-Va 
itan ^eas }/ 

West: 

Bakersfield, CaUf. 
^ Denver, Qolo. 

IDB Angeles-lmg Beach, Calif. 

San Diego, Calif - 

San Franciacx>-Oakland, Calif , 

Seitlttle-Everett, Itosh. 

Hor^Iulu 

NcmatztspQlitan Areas 3/ 



lOq ;00 100 
101 101 . 101 
94 95 95 




AnchDra9#, Alaska 
{See footnotes fdi: 

ERIC 



>11^^^ 



100 
101 
97 



100 
102 
93 



no 


107 


105 


106 


118 ' 


102 


101 


100 


100 


loa 


106 


107 - 


105 


105 


117 


99 


96 


102 


103 


97 


107 


105 


110 


109 


106 


103 


100 * 


106 


107 


* ,93 ' 


96 


95 


101 


100 


88 


103 


104 


105 


106 . 


115 


^99 


99 


101 


104 


96 



102 
90 
91 
97 
94 
91 
93 

105 
89 



95 
97 
104 

101 

uo 

106 
128 
99 

159 



95 
91 

100 
92 
94 
96 
96 
94 
96 

103 
91 



• 96 
96 

105 
102 
109f^ 
106 
122 
96 



IkbOe 6.) 



100 
103 
88 



124 

98 
•124 

99 
107 

92 

86 
U8 

96 



100 100 
95 103 
123 92 



99 
103 
100 
92 
86 
90 
94 
92 
128 



122 
107 
104 
» 92 
106* 
111 
95 



97 


9? 


93 


92 


101 


102 


87 


90 


105 


105 


100 


102 


114 , 


li^ 


91 


w 


103 ' 


|l03 


102 


103 


106 ^ 


109 


• 


120 


* 93 


f 94 


100 


101 


85 


. 83 


90 


94 


99. 


100 


101 


96 • 


93 


93 


99 


102 


94 


95 


100 


100 


89 


86 




91 


99* 


99 


100 


.9^ 


89 


90 


97 


98 


96 • 


94 


91 


' 92 


100 


97 


*89 


93^ 


96 


96 


98 


99 


96 


'96 


100 ^ 


100 


96 


96 


102 


103 


' 90 , 


81 


100 


99 


101 


99 


94 


94 


105 




95 • 


94 


100 


96 


100 


100 


97 


99 


93 


96 


96 


97 


103 


103 


89 


87 


100 


104 


96 


99 


99 


99 


99 


96 


92 


95 


96 


96 


94 


96 


100 


101 


118 


88 



97 
89 
94 
96 

91 
94 

97 
93 
89 , 



96 
97 
96 
96 

i» 

124 
94 

126 



88 
93 
99 
89 
94 
94 
93 
87 
99 
94 



91 
84 

107 
82 
87 
96 
88 
92 
105 
116 
85 



87 
78 
106 
77 
84 
97 
83 
88 
106 
121 
76 



89 
91 
95 
92 
96 

• 83 
94 
93 

' 95 
99 

121 



92 
96 
99 
95 
98 
92 
95 
96 
96 
101 
91 



100 


100 




lOQ 


: — « » 

100 


100 


101 


103 




103 


104 


104 


96 


87 




86 


81 


83 


103 


103 




96 


111 


145 


115 , 


103 




86 . 


105 


108 


103 


120 




93 


112 


93 


102 


99 




83 


94 


115 


98 


100 




UO 


U2 


US 


92 


99 




104 


103 


130 


95 , 


, 99 




67 • 


100 


107 


104 


96 




91 


106 


96 


. 96 


83 




88 


81 


100 


'll3 


106 




88 . 


«103t 


103 


121 


104 


• 


96 


99 


113 


V 99 






107 


- 107 


107 


100* 






87 


105 


82 


104 


122 




96 


107 


92 


98 






88 


106 


77. 


103i 


109 




107 


103 


106* 


1 03 'S^ 


105 




82 


101 


111 


97 


99 ^ 




96 


107 


94 




115 




93 


102 


92 


112 


108 




94 


102 


127 


lOw 

93 'i. 


109 




91 


103 


121 


109 




88 


100 


88 


101 "> 


106 




98 


101 . 


91 


102 ^ 


88 




82 


, 82 


93 

1 














96 


'104 




96 


105 


71 


102 


101 




. 95 


102 


53 


97. > 


103 




107 


'l(fi - 


133 


100 


105 




83 


101 


59-< 


91 


105 




112 


105 


60 


94 


1D6 




103 


105 


102 


97 


W7 




109 


100 


66 


103 


- 95 




88 




60 


89 


93 




103 




64 


92 


95 




102 


106 


130 


90 


87 




85 


80 


65 





93 


92 




104 


93 




111 


97 


90 


85 




98 


124 


93 


94 


97' 


109 


U4 


lOS] 


no 


104^ 


99 


122 


95 


103 


107 


103 J 


106 


105 


96 


U8 


103 


119 


126 


103^ 


111 


112 


113 


115 


106 


116 


118 


96 


104 


* * 114 


106 


;06 


128 


142*' 


151 


109 


116 


103 


118 


105 


96 


. 101 


99 


^ .1^ 




105 , 


89 


90 


130 


212 


224 


* ♦ 162 


121 


125 


U5 

\ 


157 



93 


68 


99 


95 




93 


96 


85 


1047 


107 


105 


96 


109 


194 


81 # 


102 


102 


255 



42 



'I 



Table 5.. Inciexes of .Canparative Costs Based an an Intermsdiate BixJget for a 4-Persc3n 
• Family, 1/ Au tum 1975 (Revised May 5, 1976) (U.g. Urban Average Cost = 100) 

r -1 r * - f 



Area 



Ibtal 
Gcnsu 
ticn 



Ftaod 



■total 



Fbod «t 
Hone 



GDet of Rwdly Oanawption 



Hpusinq 



ibtal 



Ttansportatim 
J/- 



Autonohilc 
Owners 



Clothijiq 



cage 



Madical 
cm 8/ 



Other 
PtoUy 

tion 9/ 



'^•raonal , 
Inooee 



Urban Uhited states 
»tetropolxtin Areas 2/^^ 
NonvtXDpolitan Areas 3/ 

Northeasts 



Buffalo, N,Y, 
Hartford, Qom. 
ranrastiyr, Pa. 
New YKlc-Nartheastem> N,J, 
^ PhUadelpiua, Pa,-«,J. 
Pittsburgh, Fa. 
t^irtland, mane 
NoiwBtropolitan Areaso^ 

North OeAtral: 
cedar Ita{iLds, Iowa 
CheRfsai^f-mrbana, *I11, 
Oiicago, 

NortiMaatem, Ind. 
Cincinnati, Chio-Ky.-Ind. 
Claveland, Ohio 
Dayton, Ohio 
Detroit, Mich. 
Green Bay, His. 
Indianapolis, Ind. 
Kansas City, tt>.-K«n. 
Milwukaa, wis. ^ 
Mmnaspolis-^t . 'paul, KLnn. 
St. iDuis, »>.-m. 
Wichita, Kan. ^ . . 
>fcnoetro|301itan Areas 2/ 

South: 

Atlanta,' *Ga. 

Austin, Itec. * » 

Baltiaora, Ml. 
^ Baton. Rouge, Ia. 
* Dallal, Itac. 

Durhm, N.C. 

Houston, ttot. 

Nashville, T^em. 

Orlando, Fla. • 

Iteahington, D.C.-M.-va. 

NDOBitropolitan Araaa 3/ 

MMt: i 
Bakarsfield, cmlfC. 
Denver, Oolo. ^ 
lx>a Angelaa-bong Beach, calif. 
San Diego, Calif. 
San Prsnciaoo-Oakland, calif. 
Seattle<>£verett, Hash. 

polnan ; 



NoniBtzopor 



1/ 




100 


100 


100 


100 , 


100 


100 


100 


■ 100 


100 


102 


102 


101 


101 


103 


104 


104 


lOQ 


101 


91 


91 


94 


96 




83 


82 


99 


94 


118 


115 


106 


109 


138 


116 


155 


104 


118 ' 


106 


105 


102 


102 


107 


106 


107 


106 


103 


107 


•110 


106 


107 


117 


U4' 


U4 


110 


'105*' 


96 


' 9? 


104 


105 


90 


100 


88 


96 


93 


114 


112 


113 


lU 


123 


116 


132 


92 


103 


102 


101 


111 


109 


96 


90 


97 


94 


107 


9S 


95 


103 


102 


84 


81 


81 


96 


95 


102 


104 


109 


112 


104 


107 


103 


102 


97 


99 


99 


102 


106 


104 


93 

f 


109 


101 


96 


100 


96 


91 


90 


100 


104 


102 


103 


96 


103 


104 


99 


101 


106 




103 


103 


98 


103 


104 


100 


101 


107 * 


112 


UO 


■ 103 




96 


96 


96 


^9 


93 


80 


96 


102 


97 


102 


103 


99 


97 


106 


97 


lU 


103L 


102 


93 


94 


98 


99 


87 


84 


64 


97 


92 


103 


102 


99 ' 


97 


104 


^3 


111 


96 


97 


9^ 


95 


89 


90 


100 


94 


96 


99 


94 


99 


100 


97 


96 


99 


96 


100 


109 


104 




, 96 


100 




89 


90 


86 


10« 


101 


106 


102 


93 




112 


105 


118 


100 


95 


103 


98 


98 


98^ 


98 


• 99 


99 


98 


94 


97 


97 


101 


101 


92 


83- 


91 


106 


M5 


94 


'/ 55 


95 


97 


88 


95 


62 


102 


97 


92 


92 


92 


96 


90 ' 


9? 


86 


97 


93 


92 


94 


96 


96 


83 


64 


78 


97 




88 


91 


89 


89. - 


81 


77 


75 


102 


97 




96 


97 


94 


90 


112 


78 


96 


97 


90 


92 


99 


100 


79 


72* 


75 


99 


94 


91 




92 


90 


86 


88 


83 


104 


99 


97 


96 


95 


46 


91 


99 


88 




91 


92 


95 


9? 


* is- 


: 83. 


81 


78 


101 


56 


91 


94 


93 


"94 


90 » 


65 


87 


loi 


96 


89 


92 


89 


88 


89 


JOO 


84 


100 


95 


104 


102 


102 


102 


103 


U2 


102 


103 


102 




88 


93 


96 


79 


72 


69 


99 


94 


92 


92 


92 


93 


83 


91 


77 


lOtf 


101 


96 


1W 


95 


95 


88 


64 


63 


100 


95 


99 


100 


96 


93 


97 


107 


96 


104 


104 


96 


99 


93 


91 


97 


96 


101 


106 


* 101 ' 


107 


107 


100 


100 


114* 


142 


U3 




105 


102 


105 


103 


102 


109 , 


U6 


109 4| 




96 


122 


117 


120 


122 


U5 


147 


125 


\ U2 


107 


90 


90 


89 < 


92 


8« 




76 


96 


92 


U9^ 


U5 


120 


124 


165 


310 


153 


U9 


J 



,.>tM following ly^le 6.) 



100 
95 



104 

uei 

104 

103 

99' 

93 1 

96 
105 

94 



lX3 
123 

100 
iOO 
IM 

99 
103 
103 

96 
102 
112 
101 

94 
102 
100 



96 

103 
100 
101 
93 
96 
99 
105 
90 
92 
91 



99. 
1X9 
101 
101 
108 
109 

99 
101 

121 



100 
102 
93 



100 
102 
123 
97 
100 
97 
96 
94 
89 



107 
103 

✓ ) 
103 

91 
120 

94 
109 
101 

96 
114 
105 
107 
104 
105 

94 



103 
97 
103 
102 
103 
103 
105 
94 
92 
100 
92 



95 
94 
96 

97 
U6 
106 
U6 

96 

140. 



100 
103 
86 



96 
86 
93 
83 
UO 
104 
87 
91 
88 



89 
99 

107 
87 
96 
88 

106 
82 
96 
93 
94 
92 
86 
96 
82 



97 

95 
107 

83 
112 
103 
109 

87 
103 
102 

85 



Ul 
94 
122 
U9 
U5 
106 
105 
90 

1S« 



100 
104 
64 



UO 
105 
112 

96 
Ul 
104 
103 , 
103 

86 



103 
99 

104 

101. 
106 
103 
102 
101 
IW 
101 
103 
103 
99 
103 



102 
lb3 
103 

99 
103 
105 

99 

id3 

102 
105 
82 



95 

99 

97 

97 
102 
104 
109 

13 ' 

103 



100 
104 

-*83 



145 

U9 



135 
110 
96 
93 
99 



106 
99 

* 99 
90 
95 
79 
106 
^18 
91 
93 
, 136 
128 
92 
85 
87 



82 
64 

118 
72 
69 

105 
69 
69 
67 

lit 
72 



79 
96 
92 
90 
106 
S4 
165 
V 



43 



I 



5le 6. . indejces 'of Ooiparatuje Ctosts Based on a Hi^ier Budget for a 4-Persai Fandly, 1/ 
Autum W75 ;(HBvi£idd^ May 5, 3,'976). (JJ,S. Urban Average Cost = 100) 













:e — ' 


-Cost of Family OonsiiTi>tion 








" X ' 






Pocxl 


r 








• 






« 


\ e» 




• 

Tbtal 




Pood^at 


'ibtai 
4/ 


5/ 


Hone- 
Owner 
6/ 


Ttanspor- 
tation 7/ 




■ L 

FersQnal\mdical 


Other 


PeraoAal 
Taxes 


Area \ * 


Oulget 


Ttotai 


Clothing 


Care ^^^^are 8/ 


tion 9/ 



Urban UniOcd States 
Metropolitan Areas 2/ 
NorinetroQolitan Are^s 3/ 

Northeast: 
• Boston, 

Buffa^lo, H.Y. 
^ Hartford, 

Ianca$ter , \ Pa . 

New YqrJc-Ndbrtheastem, N.J. 

Philadelphia, Pa.-N.J. 

Pittsburgh, 

PortlaWd, 

NonroetrdpoliVan Areas 3/ 
North Central : 



100 
103 
87 



121 
106 
103 
95 
121 
102 
94 
97 
94 



100 
103 

89- 



117 
103 
107 

96 
115 
102 

95 
100 

95 



107 

'xoi 

103 
103 
'-114 
109 
102 
107 
98 



100 
iOl 



107 

100 

105 

103 

108 ' 

108 

ipo 

110 
104 



100 
103 
85 



139 
^103 
113 
. 88 
126 
97 
88 
97 



South; 
Atlanta, Ga. 
Austin, Ttex. 
Baltimore, Md. 
Baton Rouge, la* 
Dallas, Tex. 
Dorham, N.C. 
Houston, Tex. 
Nashville, Hem. 
Or lank), Fla. * 
HA^hlnqton, D.C.-Md.-Va. 
Normetrgcol itan Afbos 3/ 



91 


93 


99 


- 99 


87 


92 


' 9r 


89 


ipo 


97 




95 


91 


95 


100 


100 


91 


96 




. 90 


95 


94 




•97 


90 


9% 


, 99 


96 


90 


95 


" . 92 


94 


89 




89 


88 


104 


101. 


102 


102 


83 


i 86 


90 


% 



ERIC 



82 
. 84 

91 ' 

^ ^? ^ 
94 



4^ 



100 . 
107 
67 



116 
94 
99 

88 . 
155 
U6 . 

70 

85 

71 



100 
104 
81 



159 
102 
120 
85 
131 
90 
84" 
95 
103 



Cedar I^ids, ^lowa 


99 


98 * ' 


§2 


91 ' 


100 


105 


Chanfaaign-Urb»a, 111. 


102 


104 . 


99- 


102 ' 


108 


112 


Qucago, m.-Morthwestem, Ind. 


101 


103 


102 


102 


ro3 


110 


Cincinnati, Ohio-Ky.-Ind. 


92 . 


94' ' : 


98 


101 * 


*89 


64 


Cleveland, OtuA • 


100 


'102 '< 


100 


98 


'l02 


78 


Daytbh, Ohio \ 


93 


96 


98 


100 ' 


92 * 


'91 


Deteoit, Mich. 


103 


103' 


100 ' 


99 . 


106* 


ioo 


Green Bay, Wis. ^ 
Indianapolis, Indk. 


101 
% 


96 
99 


89 

^ 98 




lOO £ 
98 ' 


85 

77 


Kansas City, Mo.HCan. 


97 


99 - 


103 


103 


92 


82 


Milwaukee, Wig. \ 


106 


100 , 


95 


94 • 




89 


Minneapolis-St. Pa^t Minn. , , 


103 


98 r- 


101 


99 




91 


St. LDUIS, «D.-IlL f 


95 


97 


103 


. 103 ^ 


B9, . 


71 


Wichita,' Kan.* 


93 


95. " 


M 


. 98 


88 


78 


>iorinetropolitan Ar^s 3/ 


89 


90 * 


90 


97 


88 


74 



76 
74 

93 
73^ 
110 
76 



78 * 
78 " 

J 
SO 
90 



ipo 

10^ 
93. 



113^ 

99 
101 

92 
,106 
104") 

94' 

94 

96 



101. W-^ 101 



>0 



lOQ 

.97 

aoa 

94 

99 
100 

99 
104 
' 94 



100 
101 
94 



106 
117 
105 
105 
100 
94 
99 
105 
93 




99 
105 
102 
102 

94 ' 

98 
AOO 

91 
94 

91 



100 



100 « 



100 



101 


103 


104 


105 


* 96 




82 


77 


99 


% 


110 


143 


102 


86 


105 


121 


121 


93 


112 


85 


97 


/ 83 


102 


88 


101 


110 


111 


1S4 


95 


104 


105 


102 


96 


«7 


106 , 


88 


93 


90 


100 


85 


93 


88 


84 


88 


105 


88 


103 


1Q2 


10^ 


98 


100 


96 


' 101 


106 


104 


94 


88' 


87 


99 


81 


118 


96 


107 


90 


92 


88 


. 103 


'78 


105 


108 


103 


106 


97 


95 


102 . 


122 


98 


97 


103 


84 


*113 


93 


101 


92 


103 


93 


101 


133 


104 


92 


102 


126 


99 


88 


99r 


t9 


. 104 ^ 


97 


102 


81 


, 98 

<> 


82 


82 


^ 81 


102 


97 t 


'99 


83 


9^ 


95 


104 


63 


105 


107 


103 


112 


101 


'82 • 


100 


72 


.103 


112 


104 


68 


192 


102 


104 


96 


104 


108 


100 


67 


94 


87 


loi 


66 




103 


102 


65 


104 


102 


103 


115 


93 


86 


81 


«7 



Table 6. , (Continued') 









1 

Cost of Family Cdnsurptuon 










Food 


Housinq 














Area 


Tbtal 
Budget 


-ItoUJ 

toon 


Tbtal 


Ftcd at 


Tbtal 
4/ 


Benter 
5/ 


Hcoe- 
Ouner 

6/ 


Ttanspor- 
tatinn 7/ 


Clothing 


I^sonal 


Medical 
care 8/ 


Other -J 
Family 

tion 9/ 


Personal 

Inoone 

Taxes 



West: 

Bokersfield, CsLUf. 89 90 

Denver, Oolo. 9^ 96 

Lds Angfeles-^IjDng Beach, Calif. lOl 102 

San Diec^, Calxf . 99 •loo 

San Ftanciaoo-CaJOand, Gilif . ^ 108 107 

Seattle-Everett, V(ash. 100 104 

Honolulu ' * * 127 119 

FtoTBetropolitan Areas 3/ 88 87 

AnchOTge, Alaska -136 '131 




76 

80 
102 
109 
113 
112 
138 

76 , 

154 



99 
94 

106 
98 
104 

95 
115 
89 

109 



87 
114 
98 
98 
105 
105 
96 
96 

113 



96 
94 

116 
104 
116 
101* 

♦/ 
151 



110 
94^ 
122 
119 
116 
106 
105 
90 

155 



95 
102 

99 

98 
104 
104 
111 

86 

103 



77 
94 
99 
95 

112 
80 

169 
85' 

169 



1^^^ ^^'U^A?^ * ^ployed outside'the ha«, an 8-yBar^ld girl, and* a 13-y«ar^ld boy. . 

^^f?ii^i^Jf! I'^fif^.'^^^f^" these and previous geographical boundaries, 1^ thi 1967 ediUonlTstai^ Hetropol itan 

Statistical Areas , prepared by the Office of Managont anl Budget 

Places with population of 2;500 to 50,000. ^ * ' . ^ ^ [ 

S^^^J^^*^,-^?^'^ hciisefunxishiDgs and houaehoLJ operations. The' hi^ bi^get also inclodes an allowance f<x lodging away froi hone city 
^^n^ to^lT^SS^S"*^ rent plus the cost of required anounts of heatHig fu^l, gas, electricity, water, ^e^ified eiiip«nt, and 

Hcweowier costs include interest and principal paynents plus taxes; uauranoe on house'awi oontoita; waijsr, refuse disposal, heating fuel, gas, 
electricity and specified equ^nent; and hxm repairs and anintoiance costs. ' ^^t'^. neacing tuei, gas, 

Tt» average costs of »ita»bile owners and nonoMners in the lower faulget were vieighted by the following fioportions of fanUfes; Boston, 
Chicago, New York and Philadelphia, 50,percent far both au^crobite oi^iers an3 nonomrs; all other metropoUtan areas, 65" perc»t for autcrobUe ^ 
yrors, 35 percent for noncjwiers; i*Jni«UutoUtan areas, 100 percent ftjr autcraobile owiers. The intenwdiate boiget proportions are: Boston, 
New ^k, Chicago, and Philadelphia,^ 80 perc»t for owners, 20 percent for nonMners; Baltisrarfe, Cleveland, Detroit, Los Angeles, Pittsburgh, 
Saj Francisco, St. Ixxiis, and Washington, D.C., with populatiiXiS of 1.4 mUlion or more in 1960, 95 percait for autcaabile owners a«a 5 pJcent 
f' P«ent for autonobUe owid«. The higher budget weight is 100 percent for autonobile oirers in all areas. 

In total m^riical care, the average costs of medical inairance weAk^ighted by the followii^ pcopOrtions: 30 perct^>for fawulies paying full ' 
cost of in »i r. y o e , 2 6 percent^ for faidlies paying half cost; 44 percent fear facdlies covert by noncontributo^ i^anoe plans (paid by ««)loy«r) 
Other family oo»saipticn includes average ocwts for reading, recreation, tobacoo products, aOootolic beverages, educatioh ard miscellaneous 
expenditures. • ' , { ' ' * 



Table 7, Revised fSquivalence Scale 1/ for Urban Pamilies of 
Different Size,, Age/ and Cjotposition (4-Person Family— 
Husbandv Age 35 tx) 54, Wife, 2 Children, 
Older '6 -to 15 = 100) 





Age of Heed 


Size and Type of Family 2/ * 


35 


35-54 


55-64 


65 or 
O/er 


• Ciie person 


35 


36 


32 


28 



IVo persons: average 3/ 
Husband and wife 
Cne parent and child 

Otsree psp^pns: average 3/ 

wife, child under 6 
wife, child. 6-15 
, ^Husband, wife, child 16-17 
HuslMni, wife, child 18 or over 
Cne parent, 2 children 

Pour persons: a\4isage 3/ 
Husband, wife, 2 cdiildren^ 
Husband, wife, 2 children. 
Husband, wife, 2 children. 
Husband, wife, 2 children. 
One parent, 3 children 



6) 



(older under 
(older 6-15) 
(older 16-17) 
(older 18 or over) 



Five persons: average 3/ 
Husband, wife, 3 children. 
Husband, wife, 3 childroi. 
Husband, wife, 3 children. 
Husband, wife, 3 children, 
Oa& parent, 4 children 



Colder un^ 6) 
(oldest 6-lS) 
(oldest 16-17) 
(oldest I^or over) 



Six persons or more : average* 3/ 
Husband, wife, 4 children or nore, 
Hu^azd, wife, 4 children or nose. 
Husband, 'wife, 4 children or nDre, 
Husband, ^e, 4 children or more. 
One parent, 5 children or nore 



(oldest under 6) 
(pldest 6-15) 
(oldest 16-17) 
(oldest 18 or over) 



47 
49 
40 

62 
62 



67 

74 

72 
77 



88 



125 



59 
- 60 
57 

81 

69 

82' 

91 4/ 

82 

76 

99 

80 
100 
U3 

96 

96 

118 
97 
116 
128 
U9 
U7 

138 

132 
146 
149' 

137 



59 
59 
60 

86 

88 
85 
82 

109 

105 
125 
110 



124 ' 

120 
138 
124 



143 . 
140- 



52 
51 
58 

77 

81 

77 
75 

9^ 
95 
89 



ages of the cost of goods and servioeB for 
fandly oonaaption of tiK base faouly <4 pkrsons-^uaband, age 35-54, wife, 2 children, 
older child 6-15 yowcs) required to paxvidA the sane level of Uving for urban £«ili«8 
of different size, age, and ooai»aitiai. , , ^ 

Husband-wife awi one-parait faBolles with their c*m childrai (including adcptad and stip- 
cfaildxw) pcesent, but with no other tsrsons living vd^the ^iiily. 
Sn fi li» values far individual family types wei^ited by the nuDObar of f a ndH ft s of type 
in the universe. Ihe averages include sone types foe *4iic^ values %«e not rtiowi 
rately > ^fff>w> of tte snail niober of such fainHieB in the sap^Oe. f 
Jteviaed. 



1/ The scale values shown here are the per 



y 



Derived fion BIS Survey of Oo n auig r Bcpendltures, 



1960-«1. 



ERIC 



39 

4b' 



L 



